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In  the  first  edition  the  following  words,  at  the  bottom  of  page  218, 
were  omitted: — *'and  if  the  testator  subscribes  before  the  witnesses.'* 
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LEA  against  WOLF. 

Sfwpreme  Courts   Oeneral   Term^  First  BepartmefQi ; 

October^  1873. 

Modifying  18  -4».  T^.  N,  8,,  889. 

Trademark.  —In  JUNCTION. 

As  a  general  rale  geographical  names  cannot  be  appropriated  as  trade- 
marks, and  their  use  by  another  will  not  be  enjoined  ;  but  the  rule 
has  its  exceptions,  where  the  intention  in  the  adoption  of  the  des- 
criptive  word  is  not  so  much  to  indicate  the  place  of  manufacture, 
as  to  intrench  upon  the  preyious  use  and  popularity  of  another's 
trademark. 

Where  plaintifiEs  had  for  thirty  years  manufactured  at  Worcestershire, 
an  article  sold  by  them  under  the  name  of  *^  Worcestershire 
Sauce,'* — Held^  that  the  defendants  should  be  enjoined  from  celling 
under  that  name  a  similar  article,  put  up  with  labels  and  wrappers, 
imitatlDg  in  color,  size,  language  and  appearance,  those  used  by 
the  plaintiffs,  but  not  manufactured  at  Worcestershire. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  so  much  of  an  order  of 
special  term  as  denied  an  injunction  pendente  lite 
restraining  defendants  from  employing  the  words 
*'  Worcestershire  Sauce"  as  a  trademark. 

This  action  was  brought   by  John  W.  Lea    and 
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others,  against  Jnlins  Wolf  and  another,  to  enjoin 
them  from  selling  a  sance  made  by  them  as  "  Worces- 
tershire Sance/'  the  plaintiffs  claiming  that  those 
words  were  their  trademark,  which  they  had  an  ex- 
clusive right  to  nse.  They  also  sought  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  using  labels  and  wrappers  in  imi- 
tation of  those  used  by  the  plaintiffs.  A  motion  was 
made  for  an  injunction  pendente  lite,  which  was 
granted  as  to  the  use  of  the  labels  and  wrappers, 
but  was  denied  as  to  the  use  of  the  words  "  Worces- 
tershire Sauce."  (Reported  in  13  Ahb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  389.) 
From  that  order  this  appeal  was  taken.  The  other 
facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  case  are 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

C.  W.  Sandford,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  H.  8hook^  for  defendants. 

By  the  Court. — ^Fanoheb,  J. — The  imitation  of 
the  plaintiff's  labels  on  the  celebrated  article  of  their 
preparation  was  so  palpable  that  the  learned  judge  at 
si)ecial  term  granted  an  injunction  against  the  defend- 
ants, restraining  such  imitation.  He,  however,  held 
that  in  regard  to  the  name — "Worcestershire  Sauce'' 
— "it  contains  nothing  but  the  name  of  the  place  where 
it  is  manufactured,  and  the  word  ^  sauce '  as  descrip- 
tive of  the  article  sold,"  and  that  "neither  of  these 
words  can  be  used  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  the 
exclusive  use  of  them  as  a  trademark.''  The  learned 
judge  referred  to  several  decisions  ag  authority  upon 
the  point.  Among  them  is  a  case  decided  by  himself 
(Wolfe  V.  Goulard,  18  Bow.  Pr.,  64).  That  case  has 
been  cited  with  approbation  in  thirteen  States  in  the 
Union.  Perhaps  the  cases  are  so  numerous  as  to  es- 
tablish a  uniform  current  of  authority  in  favor  of  the 
principle  enunciated  at  special  term. 
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But  we  are  not  called  upon  to  extend  the  principle 
to  a  case  where  it  is  not  strictly  applicable.     For  the 
purposes  of  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  deny  that  the 
name  of  the  place  where  an  article  is  manufactured,  and 
the  word  which  is  descriptive  of  the  article  manu&c- 
tared,  may  not  be  used  by  any  tradesman  who  there 
makes  and  vends  the  article.    This  is  not  this  case. 
The  defendants'   preparation  is  not  manufactured,  at 
"Worcestershire  "  ;  the  plaintiffs'  is,  and  has  been  for 
more  than  thirty  years.    The  adoption,  under  such 
circumstances,   of  the  very   words  contained   in  the 
plaintiffs'  trademark,  and  the  imitation  in  colors,  size, 
language  and  appearance,  of  their  labels  and  wrappers, 
are  irresistible  proof  of  an  intention  of  the  defendants 
to  deceive  the  public  and  to  le^  purchasers  to  suppose 
that  the  defendants'  preparation  was  the  original  Wor- 
cestershire sauce,  so  long  manufoctured  by  the  plain- 
tiffs.    Where  such  an  intention  exists,  the  defendants 
should  not  be  protected  in  their  fraudulent  imitation 
by  the  pretense  that  in  the  words  employed  the  name 
of  a  place  and  the  word  descriptive  of  the  article  only 
are  used.     The  defendants,  doubtless,   might,    under 
proper  circumstances,   employ  the  name  of  a  place 
where  an  article  is  manufactured,  as  well  as  the  word 
descriptive  of  its  character ;  but  such  words  must  be 
employed  honestly  and  properly,  and  not  with  a  design 
to  imitate  and  deceive  to  the  detriment  of  another. 
Where  words  or  names  are  in  common  use,  no  one  per- 
son can  claim  a  special  appropriation  of  them  to  his 
peculiar  use ;  but  where  words,  and  the  allocation  of 
words,  have,    by  long  use,  become  known  as  desig- 
nating the  article  of  a  particular  manufacturer,  he  ac- 
quires a  right  to  them,  as  a  trademark,  which  compet- 
ing dealers  cannot  fraudulently  invade.     The  essence 
of  the  wrong  is  the  false  representation  and  deceit. 
When  the  improper  design  is  apparent,  an  injunction 
should  be  issued.     In  such  cases  injunctions  have  been 
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sustained,  thongli  the  name  of  a  place,  or  of  a  celebrated 
person,  were  within  the  trademark  protected  by  the  in- 
junction (Messerole  v.  Tyneberg,  4  Abb.  Pr,  N.  8,,  410 ; 
Matsell  V.  Flanagan,  2  Id.^  469;  Amoskeag  v.  Spear,  2 
SaTidf.,  599;  Caswell  v.  Davis,  4  Abb,  Pr.  N.  S:,  6; 
Newman  v.  Alvord,*  49  Barb.,  588 ;  Wotherspoon  v. 
Currie,  27  L.  Times,  N.  8.,  393). 

In  the  last  mentioned  case  the  plaintiff  had  pur- 
chased from  Pulton  &  Co.,  of  Glenfield,  near  Paisley, 
the  good -will  and  trademark  of  their  business.  They 
had  for  several  years  prior  to  1847  manufip.ctured 
powdered  starch,  principally  from  East  India  sago; 
and  was  called  '*' Glenfield  patent  double  refined 
powder  starch,"  and  commonly  "Glenfield  starch." 
The  plaintiff  had  actually  removed  his  manufactory 
from  Glenfield  to  Maxwelton,  where  the  starch  was 
made  and  sold,  when  he  applied  for  an  injunction 
against  John  Currie,  trading  as  Currie  &  Co.  Cuirie 
had  rented  a  small  building  from  Fulton  &  Co.,  at 
Glenfield,  where  he  manu&ctured  starch,  which  was 
sold  in  packets  similar  in  size  and  appearance  to  those 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  he  labeled  **the  royal 
palace  double  refined  patent  powder  starch,  manu&o- 
tured  by  Currie  &  Co.,  Glenfield." 

The  plaintiff's  case  was  that  the  defendant  had 
taken  the  small  building  at  Glenfield,  and  adopted  the 
mark  or  label  containing  the  name  of  that  place,  for 
the  express  purpose  of  inducing  people  to  believe  that 
his  starch  was  the  article  made  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
vice  chancellor  granted  an  injunction,  although  the 
defendant  was  an  actual  resident  at  Glenfield  and  his 
manufactory  was  there.  It  was  dissolved  on  appeal, 
but  reinstated  and  aflSrmed  by  the  house  of  lords.  The 
vice  chancellor  said,  "that  no  man  had  a  right  to  avail 
himself  of  a  trademark,  or  to  adopt  any  other  means, 

♦  Affirmed  in  51  i^.  7.,  189. 
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whereby  he  should  induce  people  to  purchase  his 
goods  under  the  belief  that  they  were  purchasing  the 
goods  of  another  man,"  and  he  was  of  opinion  that 
''the  defendant  had  pursued  that  course  with  the 
deliberate  and  fraudulent  intention  of  palming  off  his 
starch  upon  the  public  as  the  starch  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  acquiring  a  sale  of  his  starch  by  means  of  the  con- 
nection and  reputation  of  the  plaintiff. '* 

In  Newman  v.  Alvord,  49  Barb.,  688,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiffs  for  thirteen  years  had  carried  on 
business  at  the  village  of  Akron,  in  the  county  of  Erie, 
where  they  manufactured  and  sold  cement,  or  water- 
lime,  which  they  designated  as  ''Akron  cement"  and 
"Akron  water-lime."  The  defendants  manufactured 
an  article  in  Onondaga  county,  which  they  labeled 
'' Alvord' s  Onondaga  Akron  cement  or  water-lime, 
manufactured  at  Syracuse,  New  York."  They  were 
perpetually  enjoined  from  using  the  word  "Akron" 
on  their  bills  and  labels,  or  in  any  other  way  in  con- 
nection with  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  their  cement 
or  lime.  The  judgment  awarding  the  injunction  was 
affirmed  at  the  genei-al  term,  and  also  by  the  commis- 
sion of  appeals. 

As  a  general  rule  geographical  names  cannot  be 
appropriated  as  trademarks,  but  the  rule  has  its  ex- 
ception where  the  intention  in  the  adoption  of  the 
descriptive  word  is  not  so  much  to  indicate  the  place 
of  manufacture  as  to  intrench  upon  the  previous  use 
and  popularity  of  another's  trademark. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  modified  and 
the  injunction  extended  so  as  to  prohibit  the  use  of 
the  words  "Worcestershire  Sauce"  on  the  bills,  labels 
and  wrappers  of  the  defendants. 


Bbady,  J.,  concurred. 
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RICKARD'S  CASE. 

Supreme   Cov/rtj  Third   District;    Special    Term, 

October^  1878. 

Guardian  aitd  Ward. — Notice. — Rbmoval  of 
Guardian. — Disqualification. 

Where  a  cotmty  judge  and  sturogate  has  appointed  a  geueral  guardian 
of  an  infant,  without  notice  to  the  relatives  of  the  infant  residing 
in  the  county,  and  it  appears  that  the  relatives  would  have  opposed 
such  appointment  had  notice  been  served  upon  them,  this  court 
will,  upon  application,  remove  such  guardian  and  appoint  a  new 
one. 

A  guardian  should  not  purchase  the  dower  interest  in  the  lands  of 
his  ward,  or  remove  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  lands  of  a  ward, 
without  proper  application  to  the  court  and  obtaining  an  order 
therefor. 

The  sole  executor  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  father  is  not  a  proper 
person  to  be  appointed  the  general  guardian  of  his  orphan  child,  as 
it  might  lead  to  a  gross  wrong. 

This  was  an  application  by  relatives  of  Catherine 
M.  Rickard,  a  minor  nnder  fonrteen,  for  the  removal 
of  a  guardian  appointed  by  the  connty  judge  of  Scho- 
harie county,  and  for  the  appointment  of  another 
guardian,  and  for  an  accounting  of  the  present  guardian, 
and  for  any  other  or  further  relief  which  the  court  may 
direct. 

The  petition  was  made  by  the  uncles  and  aunts  of 
the  minor,  who  were  fifteen  in  number,  and  were  the 
nearest  of  kin. 

The  residence  of  the  minor  and  of  thirteen  of  the 
petitioners  was  Schoharie  county,  all  of  whom  resided 
in  said  county  at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian  by  the  then  county  judge. 
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William  Rickard,  the  father  of  the  minor,  died  in 
February,  1871. 

By  his  will,  the  title  of  his  real  property,  valued  at 
about  fourteen  thousand  dollars,  vested  in  the  minor, 
provided,  however,  that  if  she  "die  and  leave  no 
children  or  issue,  then,  and  in  that  case,''  the  said  lands 
were  devised  to  two  nephews. 

On  February  18,  1871,  Mr.  Becker  was  appointed 
general  guardian  of  the  minor,  by  the  then  county 
judge  of  Schoharie  county. 

On  March  13,  following,  letters  testamentary  were 
issued  to  Mr.  Becker,  as  the  sole  executor  of  the  will 
of  said  William  Rickard.  Up  to  February  18,  1873, 
no  inventory  or  account  had  been  filed  by  Mr.  Becker, 
as  guardian.  As  executor,  he  filed  an  inventory, 
September  30,  1872,  more  than  eighteen  months  after 
letters  were  issued  to  him. 

The  grounds  of  the  application  for  removal  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

O.  L.  Danf(yrth  and  Wm.  H.  EngU,  for  the  petl- 
tioners. 

L.  Sandford  and  MayTiam  &  Krum^  for  the 
guardian. 

Danforth,  J. — [After  stating  the  facts  above.] — 
The  guardian  paid  to  the  widow  of  Mr.  Rickard,  the 
stepmother  of  the  minor,  three  thousand  three  hun- 
dred dollars,  for  the  release  of  her  dower,  &c. 

This  was  done  without  an  application  to  the  court, 
although  it  appears  that  the  guardian  had  had  some 
consultation  with  the  county  judge,  upon  the  subject. 
The  practice  is  reprehensible  of  acting  upon  a  casual 
remark  of  the  county  judge,  in  so  important  a  matter. 

It  should  have  been  done  by  petition  to  the  court, 
setting  up  all  the  facts,  and  after  a  full  examination  of 
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the  facts  and  circamstances,  obtaining  an  order  au- 
thorizing the  purchase  of  the  real  estate  or  the  remov- 
ing of  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  lands  of  the  ward. 

Were  this  the  only  error  of,  or  subject  of  complaint 
against,  the  guardian,  it  might  be  overlooked  in  this 
case,  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  transaction  was 
disadvantageous  to  the  minor,  nor  that  it  was  tainted 
with  bad  faith,  except  that  it  was  a  link  in  the  chain, 
most  of  which  the  guardian  forged,  by  which  he  holds 
this  child  and  her  property. 

We  have  in  this  case,  also,  the  fact  that  the  sole 
executor  of  the  estate  of  William  Rickard  becomes  the 
guardian  of  his  only  child,  a  minor,  and  thus  as  execu- 
tor, is  only  to  account  to  himself,  the  guardian. 

To  say  the  least,  this  relation  is  of  doubtful^  pro- 
priety, and  considering  the  age  of  the  ward,  might  lead 
to  a  gross  wrong. 

Mr.  Becker,  knowing  that  he  was  the  executor,  and 
before  it  was  known,  even  to  the  stepmother,  that 
there  was  a  will,  induced  Mr.  Best,  an  uncle  by  mar- 
riage, by  promise  that  if  he,  Becker,  should  be  ap- 
pointed guardian,  Mrs.  Wainwright,  a  maternal  aunt, 
should  have  the  care  of  the  child,  and  that  with  him  as 
guardian,  the  maternal  aunts  and  uncles  would  be  all 
right,  to  go  hastily  to  the  county  judge,  and  plead  for 
his  appointment. 

This  result  was,  that,  when  a  day  or  two  afterwards, 
the  stepmother,  believing  there  was  no  will,  went  to 
the  county  judge,  to  obtain  the  appointment  of  an  ad- 
ministrator, she  signed  a  petition  for  the  appointment 
of  Mr.  Becker,  as  general  guardian. 

She  says  that  when  she  heard  that  Mr.  Becker  was 
appointed  guardian,  she  did  not  know  that  she  had 
been  instrumental  in  his  appointment,  nor  had  signed  a 
petition  for  his  appointment  as  guardian. 

When  Mr.  Best  returned  from  his  mission  to  the 
office  of  the  county  judge,  he  says  Becker  met  him  at 
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the  depot,  at  Middleburgh,  at  night,  and  expressed 
much  pleasure  at  what  Best  had  done,  and  said  to 
him,  "Don't  tell  any  one,  not  even  your  wife,  for  it 
may  leak  out,  and  the  other  relations  get  hold  of  it,  and 
oppose  my  getting  the  appointment" 

This,  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  no  notice 
of  any  kind,  of  the  proposed  appointment,  was  given 
to  any  of  the  relatives,  and  that  that  all  the  relatives 
swear  that  if  they  had  had  notice  of  the  application, 
they  would  have  opposed  the  appointment  of  Mr. 
Becker,  who  is  a  stranger  to  the  child,  amounts  to  a 
fraud  upon  the  child,  the  relatives,  and  the  couii;,  and 
demands  his  removal. 

It  was  conceded  upon  the  argument  that  all  the 
relatives  of  the  minor  are  of  the  highest  respectability. 

This  court  cannot  sanction  the  appointment  of  a 
general  guardian,  without  first  giving  the  relatives  of 
the  minor  residing  in  the  same  county,  and  especially 
persons  of  the  high  character  and  standing  of  the 
relatives  of  this  child,  notice  of  the  application,  to  the 
end  that  they  may  be  heard  in  regard  to  the  subject. 

In  this  case  the  child  is  an  orphan.  None  of  her 
blood,  or  that  of  her  father  or  mother,  flows  in  the 
veins  of  this  guardian. 

The  stepmother  was  not  a  relative.  Her  pecuniary 
interests  were  in  antagonism  to  those  of  this  minor. 

The  petitioners  in  this  matter,  being  the  nearest 
relatives  of  the  child,  now  ask  that  the  wrong  per- 
petrated be  made  right,  by  the  removal  of  the  guar- 
dian, and  that  a  proper  appointment  be  made  by  this 
court. 

The  maternal  and  paternal  relatives  desired  a  guar- 
dian taken  from  their  side  respectively,  but  after  con- 
sultation with  the  relatives  on  both  sides,  I  have  con- 
cluded that  the  best  appointment  in  this  case,  is  that 
which  I  have  decided  to  make,  and  with  it,  I  un* 
derstand  the  relatives  to  be  satisfied. 
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An  order  must  be  entered,  vacating  the  letters  of 
guardianship,  and  removing  the  said  Becker  as  general 
guardian  of  said  Catherine  M.  Rickard,  and  directing 
that  said  Becker  appear  before  Wm.  H.  Young,  Esq., 
who  is  appointed  a  referee  to  take  and  state  the  ac- 
counts  of  said  Becker,  as  such  guardian,  at  such  time 
and  place  as  shall  be  fixed  by  said  referee,  and  r^^port 
same  to  this  court,  and  also  to  ascertain  and  report  to 
this  court  the  amount  which  should  be  allowed  the 
respective  parties  for  their  costs  and  ex})enses  of  these 
proceedings,  and  who,  in  his  opinion,  should  pay  the 
same.  And  appointing  Albert  Rickard,  a  paternal 
uncle,  farmer,  guardian  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  said  minor,  upon  his  executing  a  bond  to  said  minor, 
in  the  penal  sum  of  seven  thousand  dollars,  with  sure- 
ties to  be  approved  as  to  itfl  form,  and  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  sureties,  by  a  justice  of  this  coujt,  and 
which,  when  so  approved,  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk 
Of  Schoharie  county,  and  that,  upon  the  confirmation 
of  the  report  of  said  referee,  the  said  Becker  deliver 
within  ten  days  thereafter  on  demand,  to  said  Albert 
Rickard,  all  the  property,  real  and  personal,  belonging 
to  said  ward,  in  his  possession,  or  under  his  control,  or 
which  shall  be  foun^  due  to  said  ward,  or  belong  to 
said  ward.  And  appointing  Joseph  Mattice,  farmer, 
a  maternal  uncle  of  said  iniknt,  guardian  of  the  per- 
son of  said  infant,  and  that  the  said  Becker  deliver  to 
s^id  Matttice,  the  custody  of  said  minor,  with  her 
personal  effects,  on  demand,  after  the  said  Mattice  ex- 
ecute a  bond  to  said  infant,  with  sufficient  sureties,  to 
be  approved  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  bond 
above  named,  is  directed  to  be  approved,  and  that  the 
last  mentioned  bond  be  in  the  penal  sum  of  seven  thou- 
sand dollars,  for  the  faithfal  performance  of  the  duties 
of  the  said  office,  the  said  bond  to  be  filed  with  the 
clerk  of  Schoharie  county. 


*  » 
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WILLIAMS  agaiftst  WILLIS. 

Supreme  Cowrt^  Second  DepartmeTU;  Oeneral  Term^ 

Februarry^  1873. 

PUEtADIKG. — COITNTBR- CLAIM. — STATUTE    OF    LIMITA- 
TIONS. 

I 

« 

To  render  the  Btatnte  of  limitationB  available  as  a  bar  to  a  coonter- 
claim,  it  must  be  pleaded,  by  reply. 

An  amendment  cannot  be  allowed  on  appeal,  so  as  to  sustain  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  in  sach  case,  if  he  neglects  to  reply. 

Smith  Williams  sued  Benjamin  A.  Willis  for  money 
received ;  and  the  defendant's  answer  interposed,  as  a 
counter-claim,  a  demand  for  a  sum  for  services  rendered. 
The  reply  was  a  mere  denial  of  the  answer. 

On  the  trial  evidence  was  offered  by  defendant  of 
the  services  alleged,  which  it  appeared  were  rendered 
more  than  six  years  before  the  action  was  brought. 

The  referee  decided  "that  all  the  services  rendered 
by  the  defendant  more  than  six  years  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  if  not  previously  paid 
for,  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that 
the  defendant  could  not  recover  for  the  same  by  way  of 
counter-claim  in  this  action ;  although  the  reply  did 
not  set  up  the  statute.  *  \ 

Henry  WhittaJcer^  Jr,^  for  defendant,  appellant: 
—Relied  on  Clinton  v.  Eddy. 

Wm.  C.  Carpenter  and  David  McAdam^  for  the 
respondent : — ^Insisted  that  the  ruling  that  the  services 
rendered  more  than  six  years  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  were  outlawed  was  correct  (Adams 
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r>.  Port  Plain  Bank,  36  J\\  T.,  26C).  It  was  not  neces- 
sary  to  plead  the  statute  in  the  reply,  but  only  in  an 
answer  {Code,  §  74),  and  even  if  it  was,  it  may  be 
amended  on  appeal  in  support  of  the  judgment  {Code^ 
§  173  ;  Pootet).  Roberts,  7  Hobt,  17  ;  Bowdoin  f>.  Cole- 
man, 3  Abb.  Pr.y  431 ;  Hanower  v.  Heath,  19  Barb.y 
381 ;  Cady  v.  Allen,  22  Id.,  388,  and  so  on  appeal  to 
the  court  of  appeals ;  Bate  v.  Graham,  11  jflT.  Y.  [1 
£ern.l  287). 

By  the  Coubt.*— Tappbn,  J.— The  plaintiff's  ac- 
tion was  for  money  had  and  received.  The  defendant 
pleaded  a  counter-claim  for  services  exceeding  in  value 
plaintiff's  demand,  and  the  plaintiff  put  in  a  reply  in 
which  he  did  not  set  up  the  statute  of  limitations  as  to 
the  counter-claim.  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  certain 
of  the  services  were  rendered  by  defendant  more  than 
six  years  before  the  bringing  of  the  action,  and  the 
referee  held  them  barred,  and  that  the  reply  did  not 
need  to  set  up  the  statute ;  and  this  is  the  chief  ques- 
tion to  be  considered. 

The  point  was  presented  in  Clinton  v.  Eddy,  54 
Barb.,  64,  where  plaintiff  had  neglected  to  put  in  any 
reply,  or  to  set  up  the  statute  of  limitations  against  a 
counter-claim,  and  where,  on  a  trial  of  the  case  before  a 
referee,  the  plaintiff  also  argued  against  the  necessity  of 
such  a  plea,  and  omitted  to  move  to  amend.  After 
judgment,  the  plaintiff  moved  to  open  judgment  and 
for  leave  to  reply,  &c.,  which  was  denied. 

Where  the  counter-claim  constitutes  a  cause  of  action 
against  a  party,  the  lapse  of  time  is  not  a  bar  unless 
the  party  chooses  to  make  it  so,  and  pleads  it. 

A  counter-claim  is  in  the  nature  of  a  cross  action 
on  which  defendant  may  have  affirmative  relief  against 
the  plaintiff  (Pettrech  v.  McKay,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.S.,  463 ; 

*  Present,  Babnabd,  Qosbbt  and  Tappsk,  JJ. 
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8.C.,  47  N.  r.,  427).  By  section  153  of  the  Code  it  is  pro- 
rided  that  the  plaintiff's  reply  to  new  matter  may  be  by 
general  or  specific  denial  thereof,  and  he  may  set  up  any 
new  matter  constituting  a  defense  to  the  new  matter  in  the 
answer.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  omitted  in  his  reply 
to  frame  his  pleading  according  to  these  provisions. 
His  counsel  now  asks  the  court  at  general  term  to 
cause  the  pleading^  to  be  amended  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  sometimes  followed  in  other  cases  cited  in 
the  brief. 

In  the  case  above  cited  in  64  Barh.^  the  court  held 
such  relief  improper ;  particularly  where,  as  here,  the 
plaintiff  refused  or  neglected  to  meet  the  question  of 
amendment  at  the  trial,  and  it  is  therefore  no  case  of 
surprise  or  inadvertence. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered 
at  circuit. 

Costs  to  abide  event. 


VOORHEES    against    NATIONAL    CITIZENS' 

BANK. 

Supreine  CourU  First  Disl/rict;    Oeneral  Term^ 

February^  1872. 

Bills,  Notes  and  Checks. — Costs  ois  New  Trial. 

A  bank  haying  once  made  a  loan  to  A.  on  a  note,  and  the  loan  having 
been  paid  and  the  note  returned,  B.,  who  meanwhile  had  become 
owner  of  the  note,  went  with  A.  to  the  bank  and  asked  for  a  second 
loan  thereon  to  A.  in  a  limited  amount.  Held^  that  this  request 
was  not  equivalent  to  notice  that  B.  was  the  owner  of  the  note,  and 
the  bank  could  hold  the  note  for  further  advances  made  on  the 
iiuth  of  it  to  A. 


14  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Yoorhees  v.  National  Citizens'  Bank. 


When  a  new  trial  is  granted  on  the  groond  that  the  verdict  or  report 
on  questions  of  fact  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  it  most  be  on 
payment  of  costs.* 

The  plaintiff,  James  C.  Voorhees,  as  assignee  of  one 
Crawford,  sued  defendants  to  recover  a  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  note  which  had  been  lodged  with  defendants 
as  collateral  to  a  loan,  and  had  been  collected  by  them 
nnder  the  following  circumstances  : 

The  note  was  made  by  one  Smith  for  three  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  payable  to  the  order  of 
Devereux,  Rich  &  Co.,  who  held  it,  and  lodged  it  with 
the  defendants  as  collateral  to  a  loan,  which  they  after- 
ward x>aid,  and  received  back  the  note  some  time  before 
its  maturity.  They  then  indorsed  and  transferred  the 
note,  for  value,  to  Crawford.  He  subsequently  lent 
them  the  note  again  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them 
to  obtain  a  loan  thereon  to  the  amount  of  three  thousand 
dollars.  Crawford  testified  as  a  witness,  that  on  the 
occasion  of  the  second  loan,  he  took  the  note  and  went 
to  the  bank,  in  company  with  Mr.  Devereux,  of  the 
firm  of  Devereux,  Rich  &  Co. ,  and  asked  the  president 
to  lend  the  firm  three  thousand  dollars  on  the  note,  and 
Mr.  Devereux  gave  his  check  attached  to  the  note,  and 
the  loan  was  accordingly  made. 

Devereux,  Rich  &  Co.,  did  not  repay  the  loan,  and 
became  further  indebted  to  the  bank,  and  agreed  with 
the  bank  that  the  note  might  remain  as  collateral  to 
secure  their  whole  indebtedness. 

The  note  was  finally  collected  by  the  bank,  and 
they  claimed  to  apply  the  entire  proceeds  on  the  in- 
debtedness of  Devereux,  Rich  &  Co.  Crawford  claimed 
that  they  could  only  apply  three  thousand  dollars  in 

♦  To  the  same  eflfect  is  Wilson  t>.  Lester,  64  5ar&.,  431.  In  Went 
worth  T.  Candee,  17  How.  Pr,,  405,  it  was  held  that  the  costs  in  such 
cases  should  abide  the  event,  and  that  rule  has  been  applied  frequently 
in  other  cases  where  the  point  has  not  been  raised. 
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this  manner ;  and  assigned  his  claim  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  thereupon  brought  this  action. 

The  referee  found  for  plaintiff;  and  defendants  ap- 
pealed. 

B.  P.  AUeUy  for  defendants,  appellants. 

a.  W.  AndrewSj  for  plaintiff,  respondent. 

By  the  Court. — Inobaham,  J. — The  evidence 
shows  that  the  note  in  question  was  the  property  of 
Devereux,  Rich  &  Co.,  when  first  left  with  the  bank. 

It  is  a  matter  of  doubt  when  the  interest  in  the  note 
was  transferred  to  Crawford.  The  referee  finds  it  was 
80  transferred  before  it  became  due. 

Whether  that  is  so  or  not,  there  is  no  suflScient  evi- 
dence of  any  notice  to  the  bank,  after  the  note  passed 
into  their  ]K)ssession  on  the  second  loan. 

If  after  that  second  loan  the  bank  advanced  money 
on  the  note  as  security,  having  received  the  note  from 
Devereux,  they  had  a  right  to  suppose  the  firm  still  to 
be  the  owner. 

The  mere  fact  of  Crawford  going  with  Devereux, 
and  asking  for  such  a  loan,  was  not  notice. 

It  may  be,  on  another  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  may  be 
able  to  prove  that  there  were  other  facts  from  which 
such  notice  may  be  inferred,  but  as  the  case  now  is 
presented  to  us,  we  think  the  finding  on  this  point  is 
against  the  evidence. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  granted  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  or  report  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  the 
same  is  to  be  on  payment  of  costs. 

New  trial  granted  on  payment  of  costs  of  the  trial 
before  the  referee  and  of  appeal.* 

*  The  question  of  costs  was  raised  on  the  settlement  of  the  order 
by  the  appellant^s  counsel,  who  insisted  that  they  ought  to  abide  the 
event  ;  but  the  court  held  that  decision  was  right,  and  settled  the 
order  as  above. 
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WADE  against  KALBPLEISCH. 

Brooklyn  Oity  Court ;  Special  Term^  October^  1873. 

Abatement  and  Continuance. — Breach  of 

Promise. 

A  cause  of  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  does  not  snryive 
tb^  deatb  of  the  defendant,  occurring  while  the  action  is  unde- 
termined ;  and  such  action  cannot  be  continued  against  the  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator.* 

The  causes  of  action  which,  under  the  statutory  modifications  of  the 
common  law,  survive  the  death  of  the  party,  are  those  which  con- 
cern property.  The  action  for  brench  of  promise,  though  in  form 
on  contract,  is  strictly  personal,  and  can  neither  be  assigned  nor 
survive. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
breach  of  an  alleged  promise  of  marriage.  The  com- 
plaint set  forth  the  contract,  and.  charged  the  defend- 
ant with  the  breach  of  it.  The  answer,  claiming  that 
the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  was  conditional,  ad- 
mitted the  refusal  to  marry,  and  set  up  special  matter  in 
justification.  After  the  issue  thus  joined  had  been  no- 
ticed for  trial  and  the  case  put  on  the  calendar,  the 
defendant  died. 

The  plaintiff  now  applied  to  have  the  action  con- 
tinued against  the  executors. 

Daniel  L,  Norton^  for  the  plaintiff. 

William  A.  Beach  and  Edgar  Qullen^  for  the  ex- 
ecutors. 

Neilson,  Ch.  J.  [After  stating  the  facts.]  Section 
121  of  the  Code,  under  which  this  application  is  made, 

♦  Otherwise  after  verdict  (Wood  «.  Phillips,  11  Alb.  Fr.  N.  5.,  1). 
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provides  that  no  action  shall  abate  by  the  death  of  a 
party,  if  the  canse  of  action  survive  or  continue  ;  and 
that  the  court  may,  on  motion,  allow  the  action  to  be 
continued  by  or  against  the  representatives. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  cause  of  action  of  this 
pe(Juliar  character  dies  with  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant, notwithstanding  the  breach  committed  in  his  life- 
time. In  the  absence  of  any  known  judicial  determina- 
tion by  the  courts  of  this  State,  the  question  is  worthy 
of  serious  consideration. 

Causes  of  action  arising  on  contracts,  strictly  so 
called,  survived  at  the  common  law  ;  but  the  maxim, 
actio  personalis  moritur  cv/m  persona^  applied  to 
claims  sounding  in  damages  for  wrongs  suflfered  by 
either  party.  In  its  application  to  causes  of  action 
arising  for  wrongs  in  respect  to  property,  that  maxim 
was  inequitable.  It  worked  out  a  dischareje,  by  the 
death  of  the  wrongdoer  or  of  his  victim,  in  many  in- 
stances in  which  the  courts  could  not,  however  strongly 
favoring  an  assumpsit,  give  relief.  This  consideration, 
and  the  consequent  disfavor  with  which  that  rule  was 
regarded,  led  to  its  reformation  in  England  by  an  equi- 
table course  of  legislation  commencing  at  an  early  day. 
In  some  of  our  sister  States  that  rule  has  been  further 
reformed,  and  in  this  State  statutes  have  been  enacted 
from  time  to  time,  enlarging  the  class  of  causes  of  ac- 
tion which  survive,  until  the  maxim  as  to  personal 
claims  dying  with  the  person,  applies  only  to  claims 
for  naked  deceits,  and  for  injuries  to  the  person  or 
character  (Haight  t?.  Hoyt,  19  N.  F.,  464;  McKee  t>. 
Judd,  12  Id.,  622;  Yertore  t).  Wiswall,  16  How.  Pr., 
8;  Smith  v.  New  York  &  New  Haven  R.  K.  Co.,  16 
Id.,  277 ;  Fried  v.  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  26  Id., 
285;  Elder  v.  Bogardus,  Hill  &  Den.  Supp.,  116:  Di- 
ninny  x.  Fay,  38  Barb.,  18.) 

The  theory  is  that,  as  the  personal  representatives 
take  as  assignees  of  the  deceased,  the  causes  of  action 

H.  B.— XV. — % 
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which  survive  are  snch  as  may  be  considered  credits, 
rights  or  interests  in  the  natore  of  property,  capable  of 
being  transferred.  Where  the  party  injured  may  have 
his  action  against  the  executors  or  administrators,  the 
claim  arises  from  some  aflirmative  wrong,  breach  or 
neglect  of  duty  in  respect  to  property  by  the  deceased. 
The  principle  favoring  the  liability  and  reparation  is 
the  same  whether  the  action  be  by  or  against  the  per- 
sonal representatives  (38  Barb.y  p.  2X  of  op. ;  19  N.  n, 
464). 

But  none  of  those  remedial  statutes  provide  for  con- 
tinuing a  claim  or  reviving  an  action  for  damages  for 
wounded  pride  or  mental  pain  or  suffering.  No  well- 
considered  case  in  the  books,  English  or  American,  no 
re8i)ectable  dictum,  favors  such  an  innovation.  The 
line  of  demarcation  between  such  claims  and  those 
which  have  to  do  with  property  is  clearly  defined,  has 
been  consistently  observed.  As  illustrative  of  this 
view,  the  argument  in  favor  of  the  assignability  of  the 
claim  for  which  by  statute  the  personal  representative 
of  the  deceased  may  have  an  action  where  the  death 
was  caused  by  a  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default,  has 
been  predicated  upon  the  fact  that  the  recovery  is 
limited  to  the  pecuniary  loss— damages  recognized  as 
property  (16  How.  Pr.,  8 ;  15  N.  T.,  432).  In  the  latter 
case  Judge  Comstook,  in  supporting  the  right  to  assign 
such  a  claim,  and  in  answering  the  strongest  objection 
that  could  be  made  to  such  right,  says :  "  Neither  the 
personal  wrong  nor  outrage  to  the  decedent,  nor  the 
pain  and  suffering  he  may  have  endured,  are  to  be 
taken  into  the  account."  If  we  could  thus  eliminate 
the  claim  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  nothing 
tending  to  support  an  action  would  remain. 

The  Massachusetts  statute  of  1842  (ch.  89,  §  1),  fur- 
nishes an  instance  of  extreme  legislation.  It  provides 
that  the  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  for  damages  to 
the  person  shall  survive.    But  that  statute  has  received 
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a  clear  interpretation.  It  has  been  held  that  it  extends 
only  to  damages  for  injuries  of  a  physical  character  (1 
Cush.j  412 ;  4  7d.,  408).  Thus  construed,  the  idea  of 
redress  for  claims  affecting  property  is  not  lost  sight  o£ 
It  may  have  been  considered  that  one  upon  whom  ^ 
personal  injury  is  inflicted  suffers  in  his  estate.  It  is 
to  be  hoped  that  a  like  provision  will  be  incorporated 
in  our  statutes  now  being  revised. 

With  us,  marriage,  *'  so  far  as  its  validity  in  law  is 
concerned,"  is  a  civil  contract  (3  JRev.  Staty  6  ed.  p. 
227,  §  1).  The  engagement,  or  promise  of  marriage,  ifl 
of  course,  a  mere  contract.  But  such  contracts,  the 
one  consummated,  the  other  executory,  are  in  Qiany 
respects  unlike  other  contracts.  Thus  in  the  former 
condition  the  relation  can  not  be  dissolved  by  the  act 
of  the  parties  (4  iT.  J.,  280)  ;  and  the  legislature 
in  authorizing  its  dissolution  does  not  violate  the  con- 
stitutional provision  which  prohibits  laws  impairing 
the  obligation  of  contracts  (White  v.  White,  6  Barb.y 
474).  In  the  latter  condition  the  property  of  the 
party  in  default  cannot  be  attached  under  that  provi- 
sion of  the  code  which  gives  such  a  remedy  against  a 
contractor  (1  Lans. .  268)  ;  and  the  grounds  of  de- 
fense on  the  trial  of  the  action  for  the  breach  of  the 
promise,  and  some  of  the  elements  affecting  the  ques- 
tion of  damages,  are  not  known  to  other  cases  on  con- 
tracts (5  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  29). 

In  Homan  v.  Earle,  an  action  for  a  breach  of  prom- 
ise of  marriage  tried  in  this  court  (reported  13  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S,^  402),  and  at  its  last  term  affirmed  by  the  court 
appeals,  I  said  in  ray  charge  to  the  jury  that  ''cases 
of  this  kind  in  their  first  view  and  progress  are  re- 
garded simply  as  matters  of  contract,  but  in  respect  to 
the  question  of  damages,  the  character  of  the  action 
changes,  it  takes  to  itself  the  peculiarities  and  elements 
of  a  personal  injury,  and  that  gives  greater  freedom 
and  latitude  in  fixing  the  damages.'* 
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As  to  the  measure  of  damages,  this  action  has  always 
been  classed  with  actions  of  tort  (Per  Eabl,  J.,  42  iV. 
T.,  p.  277  of  op.)  ;  the  indignity,  contumely,  men- 
tal agony,  and  the  disgrace  may  enhance  the  damages 
(Per  Allen,  J.,  24  iT.  T.,  262). 

It  is  apparent  that,  as  this  action  has  relation  to  a 
contract,  also  to  a  wrong,  some  attention  to  both 
branches  of  the  law  and  to  the  statutory  modification  of 
the  common  law  is  called  for  in  considering  this  appli- 
cation. It  is,  on  the  whole,  equally  apparent  that  the 
engagement  to  marry  is  to  be  distinguished  from  other 
contracts ;  that  in  its  nature,  and  in  the  sense  of  our 
statutes,  it  has  no  relation  to  property,  and  that  a 
cause  of  action  for  the  breach  of  the  promise  does  not 
survive,  or,  using  a  correlative  term,  is  not  assignable. 
The  promise  of  marriage  is  merely  personal ;  the  ac- 
tion for  the  breach  of  it  seeks  redress  for  disappointed 
hopes,  wounded  pride,  humiliation,  for  the  loss  of 
coveted  society  and  protection ;  it  may  be  for  the  loss 
of  happiness. 

In  Hodgman  v.  Western  Railroad  Corporation  (7 
JIow.  Pr.j  p.  494  of  op.),  Mr.  Justice  Habbis  took 
occasion  to  say,  by  way  of  illustration,  that  a  cause  of 
action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  can  not  be 
transferred.  Mr.  P  absons  accepts  the  rule  that  the  ac- 
tion does  not  survive  against  the  administrator  of  the 
promiser  (2  Con.j  p.  70).  The  late  Judge  Det^io, 
would  seem  to  have  entertained  the  like  opinion  (13 
i\r.  F.,  333).  It  is  also  worthy  of  notice  that  the 
commissioners,  in  their  proposed  revision  of  our  stat- 
utes, expressly  include  the  cause  of  action  for  such 
breach  of  promise  among  claims  for  wrongs  not  assign- 
able. 

But,  while  this  has  been  regarded  as  an  open  ques- 
tion with  us,  it  has  been  determined  in  England  and  in 
some  of  our  sister  States  with  special  reference  to  the 
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nature  of  the  engagement  and  of  the  remedy,  and 
upon  principles  applicable  to  our  statutes. 

In  Chamberlain  v.  Williamson  (2  MavZe  &  8.,  408), 
the  plaintiflF  had  a  verdict,  but  judgment  was  arrested, 
on  the  ground  that  the  claim  did  not  pass  to  the  per- 
sonal representative.  Lord  Ellenbobough  held  that 
the  cause  of  action  which  the  plaintiff's  intestate  had 
for  the  defendant's  breach  of  promise  of  marriage, 
could  not  be  considered  as  an  increase  of  the  individual 
transmissible  estate. 

In  Stebbins  v.  Palmer  (18  Mass.j  71),  the  action 
was  by  Julia  Palmer  against  Benjamin  Stebbins  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  and  Stebbins  having 
departed  this  life,  she,  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  with  an 
interest  in  the  estate,  sought  to  have  administration. 
Letters  were  granted  by  the  judge  of  probate.  The 
question  was  whether  the  applicant  had  a  suit  pending 
upon  a  cause  of  action  which  by  law  survived,  or  a 
demand  in  the  nature  of  a  debt.  It  was  held  that  she 
had  not,  and  the  probate  decree  was  reversed. 

Smith  V.  Sherman  (68  Mass.^  408),  a  like  action, 
presented  the  same  question,  and  the  decree  of  the 
judge  of  probate,  granting  letters,  was  reversed.  In 
this  case  the  determination  of  the  court  in  Stebbins  v. 
Palmer  was  approved.  In  each  case  the  general  doc- 
trine was  fully  considered,  and  the  conclusion  reached 
that  the  claim  for  the  wrong  suffered  from  the  defend- 
ant' s  breach  of  the  promise  did  not  survive. 

In  Lattimore  v.  Simmons  (13  8erg.  <fe  jB.,  184), 
the  defendant,  Rogers,  having  died,  his  executors 
were  substituted,  and  on  the  trial  tlie  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict.  The  principal  error  assigned,  or  exception 
taken,  was  as  to  the  cause  of  action  having  died  with 
the  defendant.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court 
reversing  the  judgment,  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  said  : 
"  No  benefit  accrued  to  the  the  estate  of  Rogers  by  the 
mutual  promises  in  this  case.     Neither  had  the  plain 
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tiff  any  interest  of  the  nature  of  property  after  the 
breach  of  promise,  although  she  had  a  right  of  action." 

The  point  was  noticed  iu  Moore  v.  Jones  (23  Vt.j 
739),  a  case  in  bankruptcy,  the  question  being  on  the 
construction  of  the  act  of  Congress  as  to  the  property 
or  effects  of  the  bankrupt  which,  being  assignable, 
would  pass  to  the  assignee.  Judge  Prentiss  says 
that  '*  While  the  act  does  not  extend  to  rights  of  a 
mere  personal  nature,  as  claims  for  damages  arising  out 
of  a  breach  of  promise  to  marry,  or  oat  of  personal 
torts  and  injuries,  it  comprehends  every  right  and 
interest,  and  every  right  of  action  founded  on  or  grow- 
ing out  of  property."  This  case,  though  not  an  au- 
thority on  the  question  before  me,  is  of  interest  as  illus- 
trating the  consistency  with  which  the  distinction  be- 
tween causes  of  action  strictly  personal  and  claims 
which  have  some  relation  to  property  has  been  ob- 
served* 

The  application  must  be  denied. 


BRAGELMAN  against  BERDING. 

New  York  Common  Pleas  ;  Special  Term^  May^  1873. 

Appearance. — ^Extension. — Stay. 

The  court  ought  not  to  grant  an  extension  of  time  to  appear,  nor 
should  it  grant  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  the  application  of  a 
defendant  who  has  not  appeared  in  the  action. 

Motion  for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  &c. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

J.   P.   Daly,  J.— The  defendant  is  an  alien,  and 
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while  on  a  visit  to  this  country  committed  the  acts 
upon  which  the  plaintiflPs  alleged  cause  of  action  arose. 
The  summons  was  served  upon  him  in  this  city,  and 
immediately  afterwards  he  left  the  State  and  sub- 
sequently the  country.  The  moving  papers  state  that 
he  desires  to  have  this  cause  removed  to  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  and  to  serve  his  petition  to 
that  effect,  and  for  that  reason  has  asked  and  obtained 
from  this  court  an  extension  of  time  to  appear  as  well 
as  to  answer.  It  seems  that  the  application  for  removal 
is  to  be  made  under  the  act  of  1789,  which  requires  the 
application  for  removal  to  be  made  at  the  time  of  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant,  and  not  under  the  act  of 
1866  or  of  1867,  providing  for  a  removal  at  a  sub- 
sequent stage  of  the  action.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
practice  which  permits  an  extension  of  time  to  appear. 
Extensions  of  time  to  answer  or  to  demur  may  be 
granted,  and  it  has  been  held  that  applying  for  and 
obtaining  time  to  answer  did  not  amount  to  a  general 
appearance,  and  the  causes  were  removed  (Disbrow  v. 
Driggs,  8  Abb.  Pr.,  305). 

The  application  for  an  extension  of  time  to  answer 
may  therefore,  it  would  seem,  be  made  without  preju- 
dice to  the  right  of  removal  at  the  time  of  appearing, 
but  there  is  no  authority  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  if 
such  extension  be  not  granted.  The  plaintiff  claims 
that  the  defendant  has  already  appeared  in  the  action. 
That  question  will  be  material  to  be  considered  in  the 
event  of  his  presenting  a  petition  for  removal  of  this 
cause.  Upon  the  papers  I  shall  give  defendant  twenty 
days'  further  time  to  answer  or  demur ;  but  that  is  all 
that  I  have  power  to  do  in  the  premises. 
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WHEELOCK  against  LEE. 

City  Cov/rt  of  Brooklyn;  General  Terrriy  November ^ 

1873. 

SUFFIOIBNOY  OF  COMPLAINT.  — InJUNOTION   IrBEvSPBO- 

TivE  OF  Code.  —Usury. — Tobtious  Possession. 

— Demand.— Rights  of  Assignee. 

-jubisdiction 

In  ftn  acdon  brought  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  the  courts  of  a 
State  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  '*  An 
act  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the 
United  States,  passed  March  2,  1867;''  and  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  that  the  insolvents  ^n^re  adjudged  bankrupts  **  pursuant 
to  said  act,*'  and  '*the  plaintiff  in  like  manner  appointed  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  of  said  bankrupts,"  set  out  the  appointment  of  the 
assignee  with  sufficient  particularity.* 

Uunder  the  Revised  Statutes,  a  person  giving  securities  upon  a  usu- 
rious loan  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  their  prosecution, 
irrespective  of  section  219  of  the  Code. 

Section  8  of  the  title  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  relation  to  *'the 
interest  of  money  "  is  remedioL,  not  pendL 

The  possession  of  securities  received  as  collateral  to  a  usurious  loan, 
is  not  a  lawful,  but  a  tortious  possession.  The  title  remains  in  the 
borrower  ;  and  no  demand  for  them  is  necessary  before  commenc> 
ing  suit  to  enjoin  their  prosecution  or  to  compel  their  surrender,  t 

The  right  to  recover  back  money  paid  for  a  loan  in  excess  of  legal 
interest  is  not  limited  to  the  borrower.  The  iiigury  done  by  the 
usurer  is  an  injury  to  the  estate  of  the  borrower;  and  the  right  to 
recover  back  the  amount  of  interest  in  excess  of  the  legal  rate 
passes  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  | 

An  action  brought  to  recover  the  excess  of  interest,  and  collateral 
securities,  received  in  violation  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  usury 

♦  S.  P.,  putt  «.  Crawford,  8  Abb,  Pr.  if.  A,  297. 
t  Compare  Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  Y.  «•  Erben,  8  Ahb.  Ot,  App,  2>«e.,  255. 
X  Compare  Palen  v,  Johnson,  50  N,  F.,  49;  affirming  46  Barb.^  21; 
Gerwig  «.  Shettcrly,  64  Barb,^  620. 
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is  not  a  local  action.    The  right  can  be  enforced  wherever  courts 
haye  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  the  parties. 
An  appearance  by  a  defjendant  generally,  in  an  action,  waives  any 
want  of  jarisdiction  in  the  court  over  his  person. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  granting  a 
preliminary  injunction. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action,  Adam  D.  Wheelock,  as 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  was  the  personal  representative 
of  bankrupt  firm,  C.  M.  Tremaine  &  Bro.  The  com- 
plaint alleged,  in  usual  form,  several  usurious  transac- 
tions between  Henry  M.  Lee,  the  defendant,  and  said 
firm,  within  one  year  past,  wherein  the  defendant  in 
pursuance  of  a  corrupt  agreement  took  and  received 
certain  sums  of  money,  for  the  loan  of  moneys,  which 
were  more  than  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  annum 
on  the  amount  loaned.  It  also  set  forth  that  the  de- 
fendant had  in  his  possession  a  usurious  note  for  twelve 
hundred  dollars,  together  with  seven  other  notes  given 
by  said  bankrupts  at  different  times  and  held  as  col- 
lateral securities  for  said  usurious  loans. 

The  plaintiff  demanded  judgment  for  the  recovery 
of  the  usurious  amounts  of  money  received  for  said 
loans;  the  delivery  of  the  twelve  hundred  dollar  up 
note*  to  be  canceled  as  void,  and  the  delivery  to  the 
assignee  of  the  collateral  notes,  and  that  in  the  mean 
time  the  defendant  be  enjoined  from  collecting  or  part- 
ing with  said  collateral  notes.  The  preliminary  injunc- 
tion was  granted,  and  the  defendant  appealed  from 
said  order  to  the  general  term. 

Oeo.  W.  Van  SlycJc^  for  defendant  and  appellant.— 
L  To  authorize  an  injunction,  plaintiff  must  show  its 
necessity  under  §  219  of  the  Code*  (Gtentil  v.  Arnand, 
38  How.  Pr.,  94 ;  Hartt  7).  Harvey,  32  Barb.,  56  ;  S.  C, 
10  Ahh.  Pr.,  321 ;  Reubens  v.  Joel,  13  N.  T.,  488 ; 
Powers  V.  Alger,  13  Abb.  Pr.,  284,  476 ;  Thompson  v. 
Matthews,  2  JEdw.,  212). 

*  Aflirmed  in  1  aweenf^  641. 
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n.  The  complaint  does  not  contain  the  allegations 
necessary  to  show  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  (Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Nichols,  13  Abb.  Pr.j  244). 

III.  The  right  to  recover  back  interest  or  collateral 
securities  is  a  personal  right,  and  cannot  be  assigned 
(Draper  v.  Trescott,  29  Barb.j  407 ;  Nichols  v.  Bellows, 
22  Vt,  686 ;  BuUard  v.  Raynor,  30  N.  T.,  197;  Sands 
V.  Church,  6  iT.  Z.,  347  ;  Bough  ton  v.  Smith,  26  Barb.j 
635 ;  Potter  v.  Cogswell,  4  iT.  B.  R.,  19  ;  Re  Griffiths, 
8  Id.,  179).* 

rV.  A  demand  was  necessary  to  enable  plaintiff  to 
bring  this  stiit  (Bough ton  v.  Bruce,  20  Wend.j  234; 
March  v.  Wyckoff,  10  Bosw.,  206). 

V.  This  action  is  within  section  123  of  the  Code, 
and  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  (Frees  v.  Ford,  6 
N.  r.,  176 ;  Harriott  v.  N.  J.  R.  R.,  8  Abb.  Pr.y  284 ; 
Landers  z.  Staten  Island  R.  R.,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  iS,  346  ; 
Dudley  v.  May  hew,  8  iT.  Z.,  9). 

B.  E.  Valentine^  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. — 
I.  It  is  not  requisite  that  a  final  injunction  should  be 
part  of  the  relief  demanded  (Vermilyea  v.  Vermilyea, 
14  How.  Pr.,  470). 

n.  This  action  is  brought  under  the  Revised  stat- 
utes part  2,  chap.  lY.,  title  IIL,  and  not  under  section 
219  of  the  Code. 

in.  To  show  the  standing  of  the  assignee  it  is  only 
necessary  to  allege  the  fact  of  his  due  appointment ; 
and  not  the  evidence  of  the  fact  (Cruger  v.  Halliday,  3 
Edw.  Ch.,  570 ;  Piatt  t.  Stout,  14  Abb.  Pr.,  178 ; 
People  V.  Ryder,  12  N.  F.,  433). 

IV.  The  title  to  all  the  property  remained  in  the 
bankrupts  and  passed  to  the  assignee  (Meech  v.  Stoner, 
19  N.  r.,  26 ;  Thomas  v.  Watson,  Taney,  306). 

V.  Any  jurisdictional  irregularity  was  cured  by 
general  appearance. 

*  See  also  Freeman  v.  Auld,  44  N.  T.,  60;  WUliams  «.  Tilt,  86  Id., 
819;  Chamberlin  «.  Dempsey,  Id.,  144. 
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McCiTE,  J. — The  plaintiff 'is  the  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  C.  M.  Tremaine  &  Bro.,  and  brings  this 
action  to  recover  from  the  defendant :      r 

Ist  Several  sums  of  money  paid  by  C.  M.  Tremaine 
A  Bro.  lo  him  as  nsnry ;  and, 

2nd.  To  restrain  the  collection  and  negotiation  of 
certain  promissory  notes  held  by  defendant,  and  made 
and  delivered  to  him  as  collateral  security  for  divers 
Qsurions  loans. 

Upon  application  of  the  plaintiff  an  injunction  was 
granted  at  special  term  restraining  the  defendant  from 
selling  or  disposing  of  the  notes  referred  to,  or  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,  or  from  collecting  the  same. 

The  defendant  appeals  from  this  order.  The  motion 
for  the  injunction  wvls  argued  upon  the  complaint  and 
the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  insolvents.  So  that  the  case 
comes  before  us  on  appeal  practically  as  thoogh  a  de- 
murrer had  been  interposed  that  the  complaint  did  not 
set  forth  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  objection  that  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff 
as  assignee  was  not  sufficiently  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint, is  not  well  taken. 

This  court  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  act  of 
Congress  entitled  "An  act  to  establish  a  uniform  system 
of  bankruptcy  through  the  United  States,  passed 
March  2,  1867,"  and  the  allegations  in  the  complaint 
that  *'the  insolvents  were  adjudged  bankrupts  pur- 
suant to  said  act,"  and  '*  the  plaintiff  in  like  manner 
appointed  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  bankrupts," 
are  sufficient,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  the  absence  of 
an  answer  raising  an  issue  upon  this  point,  all  the  pre- 
sumptions are  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  bank- 
rupt proceedings. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  objection  that  the  injunc- 
tion was  improperly  granted  under  section  219  of  the 
Code. 

The  bankrupts  were  entitled  to  have  the  coUection 
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or  prosecution  of  these  notes  enjoined,  "whenever  it 
should  satisfactorily  appear  to  the  court  by  the  admis- 
sion of  the  defendant  or  by  proof  ....  that  they 
had  been  received  in  violation  of  the  statute''  in  re- 
lation to  usury  ;  and  this  without  reference  to  section 
219  of  the  Code. 

Here  it  appeared,  practically  as  an  admission  of  the 
defendant,  that  the  notes  had  been  received  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint  (3  JRev.  StcU.,  5  ed.  73,  74). 

These  seem  to  have  been  the  only  points  made  on 
the  hearing  at  special  term,  but  now  for  the  first  time  a 
question  is  raised  that  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  does  not 
stand  in  the  bankrupts'  shoes,  and  can  not  avail  him- 
self of  the  provision  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  usury 
above  referred  to.  The  earlier  authorities  would  seem 
to  support  this  position  (22  Ft,  636  ;  26  Barb.,  636; 
Boughton  V.  Bruce,  20  Wend.,  234). 

We  must,  however,  regard  the  reasoning  in  the  case 
of  Meech  v.  Stoner,  19  If.  F.,  26,  arising  under  the 
statute  in  relation  to  gaming,  as  peculiarly  applicable 
to  the  case  under  examination.  As  declared  by  the 
court  *  *  the  assignability  of  things  in  action  is  now  the 
rule ;  non-assignability  the  exception."  The  statute 
against  gaming  gave  to  the  person  losing,  the  right 
within  three  calendar  months  to  sue  for  and  recover 
back  the  money  lost  {Hev.  Stat.,  part  1,  title  8,  art.  3, 
ch.  20,  §  14),  and  if  he  failed  to  commence  such  an 
action  the  overseers  of  the  poor  were  authorized  to 
commence  suit,  and  recover  tiie  sum  lost  with  treble 
the  sum  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  (§  16). 

The  English  statute  giving  the  loser  the  right  to  re- 
cover money  lost  at  gaming,  has  been  held  as  to  this 
to  be  remedial  and  not  penaX  (Turner  d.  Warren,  2 
Strange^  1079),  and  the  reason  for  this  is  well  stated  by 
Sir  William  Blackstone  to  be  that  as  the  receiving 
of  the  money  is  a  nullity,  "  the  money  is  still  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  property  of  the  loser." 
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In  Meech  v.  Stoner,  the  plaintiff  was  the  assignee  of 
one  Goald,  who  had  lost  fifteen  hundred  dollars  at  faro, 
and  which  was  won  by  the  defendant  Stoner. 

The  coart  discussed  and  distinctly  overruled  the 
principle  contended  for  that  the  right  to  sue  for  and  re- 
cover the  money  lost  was  a  mere  personal  privilege, 
and  that  the  loser  had  no  interest  in  the  money  sued 
for  which  was  capable  of  assignment  so  far  as  to  give 
the  right  of  action  to  any  one  else. 

Under  our  statute  against  usury,  the  right  to  re- 
cover back  money  i)aid  in  excess  of  lawful  interest,  is 
not  only  given  to  the  person  paying  the  same,  but  also 
to  his  personal  representatives,  and  not  only  against 
the  person  who  has  unlawfully  received  the  money, 
bnt  against  his  personal  representatives,  also,  thus 
clearly  treating  the  money  paid  in  excess  of  lawful 
interest  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  debtor*  s  estate,  and 
the  obligation  to  return,  as  not  only  binding  upon  the 
iisurious  creditor  as  a  moral  duty,  but  also  as  constitut- 
ing a  legal  charge  upon  his  estate  ;  in  other  words  it 
treats  the  usurious  consideration  exacted  as  still  the 
debtor's  property,  and  improperly  obtained  by  the 
creditor. 

The  case  of  Boughton  v.  Bruce,  20  Wend.^  234,  is 
relied  on  as  authority  for  the  proposition  that  the  pos- 
session by  the  creditor,  the  defendant,  of  the  notes,  re- 
covery of  which  was  sought,  was  not  unlawful  or 
tortious  because  the  notes  were  delivered  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff  himself.  It  must  be  observed,  however,  that 
this  was  an  action  of  replevin  in  the  detinet^  and  the 
case  turned  upon  the  point  whether  the  demand  had 
been  made  before  or  after  the  actual  commencement  of 
the  suit.  The  point  was  taken  that  no  demand  was 
necessary,  but  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  urged 
upon  the  attention  of  the  court,  and  the  point  was 
determined  without  any  serious  discussion  of  the  prin- 
ciple involved.     Whatever  force  this  decision  might 
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otherwise  be  entitled  to,  it  was  subsequently  overruled 
as  an  authority  in  Schroeppel  «.  Corning,  6  Denio,  239, 
the  court  holding  that  the  possession  of  securities 
delivered  upon  a  usurious  contract,  although  acquired 
by  a  manual  delivery  from  the  plaintiflf,  is  not  a  right- 
ful possession,  and  that  no  demand  was  necessary. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  compelled  to  depart  from 
the  rule  heretofore  laid  down,  and  to  hold  that  this 
action  is  properly  brought  by  the  assignee  of  the 
parties  who  have  paid  the  usurious  consideration.  The 
statute  does  not  permit  the  recovery  of  all  the  money 
paid  or  value  delivered  for  interest,  but  only  of  so 
much  as  is  in  excess  of  the  legal  rate  of  interest ;  a 
fact  which  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  in  determin- 
ing the  character  of  the  statute,  whether  it  should  be 
considered  as  a  penal  one  or  simply  remedial  in  its 
nature. 

The  distinctions  above  pointed  out  as  marking  the 
remedial  character  of  the  statute  under  which  this 
action  is  brought,  furnish  an  answer  to  the  objections 
raised  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

This  action  is  not  to  recover  penalties  or  personal 
property  distrained  for  any  cause,  and  does  not  come 
therefore  within  the  provisions  of  section  123  of  the 
Code. 

The  moneys  and  securities  sought  to  be  recovered 
are,  in  contc»mplation  of  law,  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, lawfully  representing  the  insolvents,  and  they  follow 
his  person,  and  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter. 

The  defendant  has  appeared  generally  in  the  action, 
and  has  submitted  himself  and  his  rights  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  if  there  had  been  any  irregu- 
larity in  tlie  service  of  process  by  which  the  defendant 
tias  been  brought  in,  as  a  mere  irregularity  the  defend- 
ant has  waived  it 
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The  order  appealed  from  should  .be  affirmed,  with 
ten  dollars  costs. 

Retn^olds,  J.,  concurred. 
Order  affirmed,  with  costs. 


DEVLIN    against   THE  MAYOR,   &o.,   OF    NEW 

YORK. 

iVew  York  Common  Pleas  ;  Special  Term^  June^  1873. 

Extra  Allowatijce. — Costs. — Authoeity  of  Counsel 

TO  Amend  the  Pleadings. 

Tbc  "further  allowance  "  to  be  granted  to  a  party  under  section  309 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  can  only  be  allowed  to  parties  who  are 
entitled  by  right  to  the  costs  provided  for  in  section  307. 

^  defendant  who  obtains  a  judgment  against  a  co-defendant  does  not 
recover  costs  as  of  course. 

^  party  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  in  a  certain  fund,  brought 
an  action  to  recover  his  share,  and  joined  as  defendants  all  other 
parties  claiming  shares  in  the  fund,  and  he  and  such  defendants  re- 
covered judgment  for  their  shares.  Held^  that  the  further  allowance 
of  costs  to  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  under  section  309  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure,  could  not  be  computed  on  the  whole  fund,  but  only 
on  his  share. 

Eddy  further,  that  the  defendants  who  had  succeeded  in  proving 
their  right  to  a  share  in  the  fund,  were  not  entitled  to  any  costs. 

The  meaning  of  the  words  **  recovery  or  claim  "  and  **  subject  matter 
involved,"  as  used  in  section  309  of  the  Code, — considered. 

The  counsel  who  have  charge  of  the  trial  of  a  case  have  authority  to 
amend  the  pleadings  at  the  trial,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
attorney  of  record. 

A  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  on  defeating  a  counter- 
claim, in  addition  to  an  allowance  ou  his  recovery,  if  the  counter- 
claim was  defeated  by  the  same  evidence  which  was  necessary  to 
sustain  his  recovery. 
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The  action  waa  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
the  stun  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  damages  for 
breaches  upon  the  part  of  the  city,  of  what  is  com- 
monly called  the  "Hackley  Contract,"  an  interest  in 
which  had  been  assigned  to  him. 

The  defendants,  Anthony  S.  Hope,  Thomas  Hope, 
Samuel  Donaldson,  Tilly  R.  Pratt,  and  Charles  D. 
Blish,  were  also  assignees  of  interests  in  said  contract, 
and  were  made  parties  defendants,  upon  the  allegation 
that  they  refused  to  be  made  parties  plaintiff. 

The  city  of  New  York  put  it  a  general  denial ;  and 
the  other  defendants  put  in  answers  claiming  different 
interests  in  the  contract. 

The  issues  in  the  action  were  referred  to  Homer  H. 
Stuart  to  hear  and  determine,  and  the  order  of  refer- 
ence further  provided,  that  if  the  referee  should  decide 
that  any  money  was  due  from  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  that  he 
should  also  determine  to  whom  the  same  should  be 
paid,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  said  plaintiff 
and  the  other  defendants  respectively  in  and  to  the 
sum  of  money  so  found  due  from  the  defendants,  the 
mayor,  &c. 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial  of  the  cause  about 
six  hundred  witnesses  were  examined,  and  the  evidence, 
documentary  and  oral,  amounted  to  seven  thousand 
folios,  the  number  of  days  spent  in  the  trial  of  the 
cause  was  about  two  hundred,  the  counsel  for  the  city 
consuming  forty  days  in  summing  up  the  case,  and  the 
disbursements  by  the  different  parties  interested  in  the 
contract,  for  counsel  fees,  referees'  fees,  witnesses'  fees, 
and  printing,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  thirty-six  thou- 
sand dollars. 

After  the  evidence  had  been  closed,  Mr.  McKeon, 
one  of  the  counsel  who  acted  for  the  city  upon  this 
trial,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  corporation 
counsel,  moved  for  leave  to  amend  their  answer  by 
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claiming  a  judgment   against   the  plaintiflf  and  the 
other  defendants  for  the  sum  of  one  million  two  hun- 
dred and  ninety-two  thousand  one  hundred  and  fifty- 
five  dollars  and  twenty-three  cents,  damage  which  the 
city  had  sustained  by  the  failure  of  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  Hackley  contract  to  keep  its  covenants, 
which  motion  was  granted  and  an  amended  answer  was 
put  in  before  said  referee,  signed  with  the  name  of  the 
counsel  to  the  corporation,  all  which  was  done  without 
his  knowledge  or  consent.      The  case  was  summed 
up  by  the  counsel,  and  the  referee  reported  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  forty-four  thousand  and 
forty-two  dollars  and  eight  cents, — of  the  defendants, 
Anthony  S.  Hope  in  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars, — of  Thomas  Hope  in  the  sumof  thirty- 
two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars, — of  Samuel  Donald- 
sou  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  seventy-six  thousand 
one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  dollars  and  ninety- four 
cents, — ^Tilly  R.  Pratt  in  the  sum  of  forty-four  thousand 
and    forty-two    dollars    and    forty-eight    cents, — ^and 
Charles  D.  Blish  in  the  sum  of  eighty-eight  thousand 
and  eighty-four  dollars  and  ninety-nine  cents,  and  dis- 
allowed the  counter-claim  of  the  city. 

A  motion  was  now  made  by  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants, for  an  extra  allowance  under  section  309  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure. 

LtUher  R.  Marshy  Joseph  /.  Marrin^  and  T.  C. 
Cronin^  for  motion. 

Jtichard  O  Gorman^  Joseph  H.  DukeSj  and  William 
C,  TtvJI^  opposed. 

Van  Brunt,  J. — This  motion  can  be  conveniently 
divided  into  three  branches : 

1st.  The  motion  of  the  plaintiff  for  an  extra  allow- 
ance based  uj)on  his  recovery. 

H.  8. — rv. — 8 
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2nd.  The  motion  of  the  defendants  for  an  extra 
allowance  based  upon  their  recovery. 

8rd.  The  motion  for  an  allowance  based  upon  the 
defeat  of  the  counter-claim  of  the  city.  It  does  not 
require  any  argument  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  an  allowance  upon  the  amount  of  the  recovery 
had  by  him.  The  case  was  certainly  difficult  and 
extraordinary  within  the  meaning  of  section  309  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure. 

The  motion  of  the  defendants  for  an  extra  allow- 
ance upon  the  amount  of  their  respective  recoveries 
presents  a  more  serious  question. 

The  brief  submitted  by  their  counsel  seems  to  con- 
cede that  if  these  defendants  are  not  entitled  to  costs 
against  their  co-defendant  they  cannot  claim  an  extra 
allowance.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  a  correct  view, 
because  section  309  provides  for  a  ^^ further  aUaw- 
ance  to  any  party. ^^  It  is  to  be  a  further  allowance, 
one  which  is  to  be  added  to  some  other  allowance  to 
which  the  party  is  entitled  under  previous  sections  of 
the  Code. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  words  "to  any  party," 
are  used  to  distinguish  this  allowance  from  those 
referred  to  under  section  308. 

The  language  of  section  308  is,  **In  addition  to 
these  allowances,"  referring  to  the  costs  mentioned  in 
section  307,  "there  shall  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff" 
certain  sums.  But  the  further  allowance  in  section  309 
is  to  be  allowed  to  any  party,  thus  allowing  a  defend- 
ant, if  entitled  to  an  allowance  by  way  of  costs,  to 
have  the  benefit  of  the  provision  for  an  extra  allow- 
ance under  section  309,  which  he  does  not  enjoy  under 
section  308. 

The  real  question  then  is,  can  a  defendant  who  suc- 
ceeds and  obtains  a  judgment  against  a  co-defendant, 
recover  costs  in  an  action  at  law. 

Section  303  of  the  Code  abolishes  all  statutes  estab- 
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lishing  or  regulating  the  costs  or  fees  of  attorneys,  and 
provides  for  certain  allowances,  as  it  calls  them,  to  the 
"  prevailing  party. ' ' 

Section  304  provides  that  costs  shall  be  allowed  of 
course  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  recovery  in  several  cases, 
among  which  is  "In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
money,"  which  is  this  case,  "where  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover  fifty  dollars." 

Section  306  provides  that  costs  shall  be  allowed  of 
course  to  the  defendant  in  the  actions  mentioned  in  sec- 
tion 304,  unless  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  costs  therein. 
Thus  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  although  a  defendant 
may  be  a  prevailing  party  as  against  a  oo-defendant, 
yet  there  is  no  provision  of  the  Code  which  authorizes 
him  to  claim  costs,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs, 
because  no  defendant  is  entitled  to  coats,  if  the  plaintiff 
has  his  costs.  The  language  is,  "Costs  shall  be 
allowed  to  the  defendant"  unless  the  plaiviiff  he  en- 
iided  to  costs.  Therefore,  if  I  am  correct  in  the  view 
that  I  have  taken  of  section  309,  that  the  allowance 
diere  mentioned  is  in  addition  to  costs,  the  defendants, 
iiot  being  entitled  to  costs,  cannot  have  the  benefit  of 
the  provisions  of  that  section. 

It  is  claimed  that  under  section  309  the  court  has 

power  to  make  the  allowance  on  the  amount  of  the 

recovery  or  claim  or  subject  matter  involved^  and  that 

the  amount  of  the  recovery  or  claim  and  subject  matter 

involved  is  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  the  recoveries. 

In  consequence  of  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff 

brought  this  action,  the  whole  subject  matter  involved 

was  the  amount  of  his  recovery.     Under  section  119  he 

might  have  brought  an  action  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 

owners  of  the  Hackley  contract,  and  if  he  had  done  so, 

he  would  have  been  entitled  to  enter  judgment  for  the 

whole  sum,  leaving  the  distribution  among  the  parties 

entitled  to  future  action  ;  and  it  is  truly  said  that  if  he 

had  recovered  the  whole  he  might  have  had  an  allow- 
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ance  upon  the  whole,  and  it  would  have  come  to  the 
same  thing  as  to  give  to  each  successful  party  an 
allowance  upon  the  amount  of  his  recovery.  But  the 
diflBculty  is  that  for  some  reason  best  known  to  himself 
he  did  not  choose  to  bring  his  action  in  that  form.  He 
chose  to  involve  in  that  litigation  only  his  own 
interest  in  that  contract,  and  his  recovery  has  been 
limited  to  that. 

The  parties  jointly  interested  with  the  plaintiff  in 
that  contract  having  refused  to  unite  with  him  in 
bringing  that  action,  and  thus  become  plaintiffs  and 
actors,  and  subject  to  the  risks  to  which  they  would  be 
exposed  in  case  of  defeat  and  having  succeeded,  cannot 
now  claim  the  same  advantages  which  would  have 
accrued  to  them  had  they  been  actors  in  this  action. 

If  the  defendants,  the  city,  had  succeeded  in  this 
action,  and  had  come  to  this  court  for  an  extra  allow- 
ance as  against  the  plaintiff,  I  am  sure  that  he  would 
have  urged  strenously  that  the  subject  matter  involved 
was  only  the  amount  of  damages  claimed  by  him  in 
his  complaint,  and  that  he  should  not  be  made  to  suffer 
because  defendants  had  made  claims  against  the  city 
under  the  same  contract,  which  had  also  been  defeated. 

There  is  another  view  to  be  taken  of  the  language 
of  that  section,  which  is  equally  fatal  to  this  claim. 

The  language  of  the  Code  is,  the  court  may  also 
make  a  further  allowance  to  any  party  upon  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  or  claim,  or  subject  matter  in- 
volved. It  is  very  evident  from  this  language  that  the 
words  *' recovery  or  claim,"  are  not  synonymous , with, 
nor  intended  to  be  used  in  the  same  or  kindred  sense 
with,  the  words  "  subject  matter  involved,"  but  that  the 
latter  are  intended  to  give  the  benefits  of  the  provision 
for  an  extra  allowance  to  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
recovery  or  claim  would  give  no  data  whatever  upon 
which  to  fix  an  allowance.  The  words  '*  subject  matter 
involved"  refer  to  those  cases  in  which  the  subject 
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matter  involved  in  the  action  has  a  material  existence : 
as,  in  the  case  of  ejectmenti,  the  real  estate  sought  to  be 
recover ;  in  replevin,  the  personal  property  sought  to  be 
recovered,  the  title  to  which  is  disputed.  In  cases  of 
this  description  a  judgment  adjudging  the  title  of  the 
property  to  be  in  the  plaintiflf,  which  would  be  the  re- 
covery or  claim,  would  afford  no  basis  whatever  upon 
which  to  fix  an  allowance,  and  consequently,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  in  such  cases  an  allowance  might  be  fixed 
upon  the  amount  of  the  subject  matter  involved.* 

We  now  come  to  the  third  branch  of  the  case,  and 
that  is,  can  plaintiff  have  an  allowance  on  the  amount 
of  the  counter-claim  interposed  by  the  defendants,  the 
mayor,  &c.,  and  which  he  has  succeeded  in  defeating. 

It  is  argued  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  mayor, 
&c.,  that  this  counter-claim  was  improperly  before  the 
court,  that  it  was  put  in  without  the  consent  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  counsel  to  the  corporation,  who  was  the 
attorney  of  record. 

It  appears  to  me  that  it  must  be  held  that  the  coun- 
sel who  has  the  charge  of  the  trial  of  the  case  has  the 
authority  of  the  attorney  of  record,  to  make  any 
motion  which  may  appear  to  him  necessary  in  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  to  sign  any  stipulation,  or  to  do  any 
other  act  in  the  name  of  such  attorney  which  in  his 
judgment  will  benefit  the  cause  of  his  client.  If  this  is 
not  the  case,  it  would  be  impossible  to  proceed  with  the 
trial  of  any  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  attorney  of 
record.  We  must,  I  think,  therefore  assume  that  .this 
counter-claim  must  treated  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  it  had  been  put  in  by  the  corporation  counsel 
himself. 

Upon  what  theory  can  the  plaintiff  claim  an  allow- 
ance because  of  the  defeat  of  his  counter-claim.  By 
g  309  his  allowance  is  limited  by  his  recovery  or  claim. 

His  recovery  was  the  sum  of  forty-four  thousand 

*  Compare  Burke  e.  Candee,  68  Barh.^  668. 
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and  eighty-two  dollars  and  eighty  cents,  and  that  only, 
and  in  establishing  his  claim,  to  that  extent  he  of 
necessity  defeated  the  counter-claim.  The  counter- 
claim was  founded  upon  the  same  contract  for  a  breach 
of  which  the  action  was  brought, — the  city  claiming 
that  the  contract  was  broken  by  the  representatives  of 
Hackley  and  not  by  themselves.  The  plaintiff  claimed, 
and  was  compelled  to  establish,  in  order  to  succeed 
upon  the  cause  of  action  alleged  in  his  complaint,  that 
such  was  not  the  case,  that  the  representatives  of 
Hackley  had  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  con- 
tract upon  their  part,  and  that  the  city  was  in  default. 
In  such  a  case  as  this  I  can  find  no  authority  in  section 
809  for  the  granting  an  allowance  based  upon  the  defeat 
of  that  counter-claim. 

The  case  is  one  which  has  been  difficult  and  extra- 
ordinary. The  time  h  .s  been  more  than  ordinarily 
protracted.  The  preparation  has  required  a  great 
amount  of  time  and  exjiense ;  but  however  much  I 
might  feel  inclined  to  grant  a  more  liberal  allowance  if 
I  had  the  power,  I  feel  that  I  cannot  for  the  reasons 
stated  grant  a  larger  allowance  that  five  per  cent,  upon 
the  plaintiff's  recovery. 


SHANKS'  CASE. 

aupreme  Courts  First  District;  At  CharnberSj  October y 

1873. 

Habeas  Cobpus. — Commitment. 

A  judge  at  chambers  may  issue  a  writ  of  habeM  eorptUy  notwithstand- 
ing the  court  is  at  the  time  in  session. 
A  person  committed  for  contempt  in  one  county  aud  brought  into 
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^Tother  county  on  habecut  carpus  ad  tettifieandum^  may  be  di»- 
^^liaigod  there  on  a  habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  his  de- 
"^cntion,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  latter 
^^OQDtj;  and  this  notwithstanding  the  oyer  and  terminer  of  the 
^ormer  county  is  in  session. 

e  provision  of  the  habeas  corpus  act  (2  Bev,  8tat,^  560,  §  5), — that  a 
prisoner  committed  on  a  criminal  charge,  and  brought  up  on  habeas 
rsorpus  to  testify,  shall  be  discharged  after  testifying, — does  not  pre- 
clude the  issue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  legality 
of  his  commitment. 

habeas  corpus  the  magistrate  may  inquire  into  the  legality  of  a 
commitment  for  contempt,  and  if  it  is  not  according  to  law, — e.  ^., 
if  it  is  for  an  indefinite  time  instead  of  limited  to  not  exceeding 
thirty  days, — ^may  discharge  the  prisoner.* 
T'be  distinction  between  an  informal  and  an  illegal  commitment, — ex- 
plained. 
A.  person  adjudged  to  be  in  contempt,  and  taken  to  jail  under  a 
commitment  which  is  illegal,  cannot  be  held  by  subsequently 
making  out  a  legal  commitment. f 

Mr.  Wm.  G.  Shanks,  cityi/editor  of  the  Tribune^ 
^as  committed  to  the  county  jail  by  the  oyer  and 
terminer  of  Kings,  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  answer 
questions  put  to  him  before  the  grand  jury  as  to  the 
authorship  of  an  article  in  the  Tribune. 

The  next  day  he  was  taken  by  the  sheriff  to  New 
York,  pursuant  to  a  writ  of  Tidbeds  corpus  ad  testifi- 
candum^  and  while  there,  his  counsel  obtained  from 
Mr.  Justice  Panoher,  at  Chambers,  in  New  York,  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus^  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  his   j 
commitment  in  Kings  county.     When  he  was  brought.   \j. 
before  Judge  Pancheb  pursuant  to  this  writ,  the  order     *^^ 
or  commitment  (called    "Exhibit  A,")  was  produced. 
This  paper,  after  reciting  that  he  had  been  adjudged 
guilty  of  contempt,  purported  to  direct  that  the  pris- 
oner stand  committed  till  he  should  answer  the  question 
he  had  refused  to  answer. 
An  adjournment  was  then  had  till  the  next  day.    Dur- 

*  8.  P.,  Lagrave's  Case,  14  Abb.  Pr,  N,  S,,  883,  noU. 
^  Compare  Matter  of  Barre,  14  Abb,  Pr,  iV.  8,   426. 
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ing  the  intervening  time  a  new  commitment  was  made 
out  by  the  district  attorney,  with  the  additional  words 
*'  not  exceeding  thirty  days,"  which  was  signed  by  the 
judges,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  as  the  commitment 
under  wWch  he  was  to  hold  the  prisoner  ;  and  on  the 
adjourned  day  this  commitment  (called  *'  Exhibit  B,'') 
was  relied  on  in  return  to  the  writ. 

Hefivry  L.  Olinlon  and  C.  A,  Runkle^  for  prisoner. 

Winchester  Britton^  district  attorney  of  Kings, 
opposed. 

Pancheb,  J. — It  will  be  proper  to  dispose  of  some 
preliminary  questions  before  considering  the  merits  of 
this  matter. 

1.  During  the  proceedings  it  was  objected  by  the 
district  attorney  of  Kings  county,  that  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  was  improvidently  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  supreme  court  when  the  court  was  in  session. 
The  statute  under  which  the  objection  is  made  is  itself 
an  answer  to  the  objection.  It  provides  that  applica- 
tion for  the  writ  shall  be  made  by  petition,  (1)  to  the 
supreme  court  during  its  sitting,  or  (2)  during  any  term 
or  vacation  of  the  supreme  court,  to  any  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  supreme  court,  or  any  officer  who  may 
be  authorized  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  justice  of  the 
supreme  court  at  chambers,  &c.  The  common  practice 
in  this  district  is  to  apply  for  the  writ  to  the  justice  of 
the  court,  sitting  at  chambers,  and  the  writs  are  uni- 
formly granted  on  such  application.  It  has  never  been 
doubted  that  such  jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  the 
statute  on  a  justice  of  the  court,  though  a  term  of  the 
court  may  at  the  time  be  held  {Exp.  Beatty,  12  Wend.^ 
229 ;  People  ex  rel.  Trainer  v.  Cooper,  8  How.  Pr.^ 
288;  People  ex  rel.  Bentley  7).  Hanna,  3  Id.^  39). 

2.  It  is  objected  that  the  writ  should  have  been 
made  returnable  in  the  oyer  and  terminer  while  it  was 
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in  session.  The  statute  under  which  the  objection  is 
made  (2  Laws  of  1847,  ch.  460,  p.  599,  §  27 ;  same  stat- 
ute, 3  Reo.  Stat.y  5  ed.  1066,  §  27)  is  not  applicable  to 
this  case.  It  relates  only  to  prisoners  confined  in  the 
common  jail  of  the  county,  upon  a  criminal  charge. 
There  is  no  pretense  that  the  petitioner  was  actually  or 
constructively  confined  in  the  common  jail  of  New 
York  county  on  a  criminal  charge. 

3.  It  is  further  objected  that  the  writ  should  hare 
been  returnable  before  some  court  or  officer  in  Kings 
county.  The  objection  is  founded  on  section  38,  form- 
erly section  24,  of  the  habeas  corpus  act  (2  Reo.  8tat,^ 
564,  §  24;  same  stat.,  3  Id.,  5  ed.  884,  §  38.)  It  pro- 
vides that  whenever  application  for  the  writ  be  made 
to  "  any  officer,"  not  residing  within  the  county  where 
the  prisoner  shaix  be  detained,  he  shall  require  proof 
that  there  is  no  officer  in  such  county  authorized  to 
grant  the  writ.  There  are  two  answers  to  this  objection. 
(1.)  The  petition  on  which  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
issued,  expressly  averred  that  the  petitioner  was  then 
"  confined  and  restrained  of  his  liberty  by  the  sheriff 
of  Bangs  county,  in  the  court-house  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York."  (2.)  If  it  be  conceded  that  the 
imprisonment  was  constructively  in  Kings  county,  it 
has  been  held  both  at  special  and  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  that  the  section  referred  to  does  not 
apply  to  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court :  and  that  a 
justice  of  that  court  can,  even  when  sitting  at  cham- 
bers, award  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  that  shall  run  to 
any  part  of  the  State,  although  there  is  an  officer  in 
the  county  where  the  imprisonment  exists  who  could 
issue  the  writ  (People  ex  rel.  Bentley  v.  Hanna,  3 
How.  Pr.,  39 ;  People  ex  rel.  Trainer  v.  Cooper,  8  Id., 
288  ;  People  v.  Folmsbee,  60  Barb.,  480-487). 

4.  Another  point  is  made  on  §  5  of  the  habeas  corpus 
act  (3  R.  S.J  660,  §  5,  same  stat.,  3  Id.,  5  ed.,  877).  It  pro- 
vides that  whenever  any  person  shall  be  committed  on 
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any  criminal  charge,  and  a  habeas  corpus  to  testify  be 
issued,  ''he  shall  be  remanded  after  having  tsstitied." 
I  have  doubted  whether  this  provision  of  the  statute  is 
not  mandatory  on  the  court  or  judge,  in  habeas  corpus 
proceedings.  But  further  consideration  has  convinced 
me  that  the  section  was  intended  to  apply  to  the  court 
or  officer  before  whom  the  prisoner  is  brought  to  testify, 
and  that  it  does  not  prohibit  an  inquiry  on  habeas 
corpus  as  to  the  lawful  imprisonment  of  the  petitioner. 
To  give  the  section  so  extended  a  construction  as  to 
deny  an  inquiry  on  habeas  corpus  into  an  alleged  un- 
lawful detention,  would  virtually  nullify  various  pro- 
visions of  the  habeas  corpus  act,  especially  section  48 
(^Ret).  Stat,  569,  §  48;  same  stat.,  ild.,5  ed.,  889, 
§  64.)  That  section  provides  that  the  party  brought 
before  the  court  or  officer,  on  the  return  to  a  habeas 
corpus,  may  deny  any  of  the  material  facts  set  forth 
in  the  return,  or  allege  any  fact,  to  show  either  that 
his  imprisonment  or  detention  is  unlawful,  or  that  he 
is  entitled  to  his  discharge,  and  thereupon  such  court 
or  officer  shall  proceed  in  a  summary  way  to  hear  the 
proofs  and  allegations ;  and  to  dispose  of  such  party 
as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require.  Effect  cannot 
be  given  to  this  section  if  it  be  held  that  the  section  on 
page  877  (§  6)  has  any  other  intention  than  to  prescribe 
to  the  court  before  whom  a  prisoner  is  brought  to  testify, 
a  direction  to  remand  him.  I  think  the  section  was 
not  intended  to  sweep  away  the  positive  provisions  of 
the  habeas  corpus  act.  Habeas  corpus  is  a  great  bul- 
wark of  liberty,  and  the  operation  of  the  statutes  which 
give  it  power  should  not  be  restrained  by  doubtful  and 
unnecessary  construction. 

Another  question  is  raised  on  section  43  of  the  habeas 
corpus  act  (2  Ren.  Stat.,  668,  §  43  ;  same  statute,  ^Reo. 
Stat,  5  ed.,  838,  §58.)  It  provides  that  if  it  appear  that 
the  party  has  been  legally  committed  for  any  criminal 
offense,  if  he  appear  to  be  guilty  of  the  offense,  although 
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^i^€  commitment'  be  irregular,  the  court  or  officer  shall 
^^»and  him.    This  question  touches  the  merits.    Per- 
^^ps  it  would  be  an  answer  to  the  point  raised  on  this 
^^ction  that  the  petitioner  here  was  not  committed  for 
^^y  criminal  offense,  but  was  committed  for  an  alleged 
^  contempt.    But  independent  of  that  answer,  does  it  ap- 
¥>^ar  that  "  the  party  h;is  been  legally  committed  ?  '*     It 
^as  decided  in  Hackley's  case,  21  How.  Pr.^  103,  that  if 
^  party  be  detained  in  custody  for  any  contempt,  it  must 
V>e  plainly  charged  in  the  commitment,  by  some  court 
leaving  authority  to  commit  for  the  contempt  charged, 
and  that  *' there  must  be  sufficient  on  the  face  of  the 
commitment  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that  the  commit- 
ment does  charge  a  contempt,  and  that  the  contempt 
charged  was  one  for  which  the  committing  court  or 
.  body  had  authority  to  commit.'*   The  court  had  in  this 
matter  authority  to  commit  for  "  a  term  not  exceeding 
thirty  days."    It  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  an  un- 
lawful commitment.     Suppose  the  court  had  ordered 
the  petitioner  to  be  confined  in  a  prison  for  thirty  years. 
Would  it  be  contended  that  relief  could  not  be  had  on 
habeas  corpus  from  such  an  unlawful  commitment  1 

There  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  the  case 
supposed  and  the  case  under  consideration.  A  com- 
mitment for  an  indefinite  time  is  not  authorized  by  law, 
and  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it.  In  People 
V.  Hicks,  15  Barb.  J  153,  it  was  held  by  the  general 
term  of  this  district  that  a  commitment  for  contempt 
could  not  be  discharged,  if  it  appeared  that  the  court 
or  officer  committing  had  power  to  require  the  act  to 
be  done,  and  authority  to  enforce  the  decision.  It 
oomes  back  to  the  question  of  power.  There  are  cases 
where,  on  habeas  corpus^  the  inquiry  into  the  practice 
or  legality  of  the  order  or  judgment  directing  imprison- 
ment cannot  be  made.  Thus,  where  the  legality  of  the 
order  can  be  tested  on  an  appeal,  there  an  appeal  must 
be  the  remedy      But  the  decisions  wJnch  affect  such 
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cases  are  not  applicable  to  this  case,  for  the  order  of 
commitment  is  not  an  appealable  order. 

It  was  also  held  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  Hack- 
ley  case  (24  N.  Z.,  74 ;  affirming  12  Ahh.  Pr.,  160), 
that  the  rule  referred  to,  respecting  the  inability  of  the 
court  on  habeas  corpus  to  examine  the  cause  of  com- 
mitment, has  its  qualification  ;  and  that  the  court  or 
officer  on  habeas  corpus  may  inquire  "whether  the 
conduct  charged  as  constituting  th^  contempt'*  was 
such  that  delinquency  or  misbehavior  can  be  predicated 
of  it.  The  doctrine  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  that  case 
is  to  the  effect  that  an  adjudication  of  the  court  in 
which  the  alleged  contempt  occurred  cannot  establish 
as  a  contempt  that  which  the  law  entitles  a  party  to  do. 
It  is  equally  clear,  on  principle,  that  an  adjudication  of 
the  court  in  which  an  alleged  contempt  has  occurred 
cannot  prescribe  an  unlawful  punishment  for  the  con- 
tempt. It  is  not  intended  to  deny  that  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer  in  Kings  county  had  authority  to 
inquire  into  the  alleged  contempt.  The  commitment 
cannot  be  impeached  for  that  cause.  On  habeas  cx>rpus 
the  court  is  deprived  by  statute  of  any  power  "to  in- 
quire into  the  justice  or  propriety  of  any  commitment 
for  any  contempt  made  by  any  court,  officer  or  body, 
according  to  law,  and  charged  in  such  commitment" 
(2  Re^.  Stat,  568,  §  42  ;  same  statute,  3  ieZ.,  6  ed.,  888, 
§  57).  The  essential  qualification  of  a  valid  commit- 
ment for  contempt  is  that  it  be  "according  to  law." 
The  justice  or  propriety  of  the  commitment  cannot  be 
inquired  into  if  it  be  "according  to  law."  -There  is 
meaning  in  those  words  of  the  statute.  This  will  ap- 
pear on  perusal  of  the  entire  section  with  the  correla- 
tive sections  of  the  Habeas  corpus  act.  The  former 
part  of  section  57  [42]  provides  that  no  court  or  officer 
on  habeas  corpus  shall  have  power  to  inquire  into  the 
legality  or  justice  of  any  process,  judgment,  decree  or 
execution  specified  in  the  preceding  section  22.     Turn- 
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^Hg  to  that  section  we  find  that  the  "  process  "  referred 
to  is  process  of  the  courts  and  judges  of  the  United 
States,  in  cases  where,  by  law,  they  have  exclusive 
JXirisdiction ;  and  the  judgments  and  decrees  referred 
^  are  final  judgments  and  decrees.  The  section  adds 
'^  *  but  no  order  of  commitment  for  any  alleged  contempt 

.  .  shall  be  deemed  a  judgment  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  section.'' 

Appeals  are  the  proper  remedy  for  illegal  judg- 
ments, and  therefore  they  may  not  be  inquired  into  on 
habeas  corpus.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  different 
when  a  commitment  for  a  contempt  is  mentioned. 
There  the  only  limitation  is  against  an  inquiry  into  the 
justice  or  propriety  of  any  com  mitment  for  a  contempt 
made  '*  according  to  law."  If  the  commitment  be  not 
according  to  law,  its  ''legality"  may  and  should  be 
inquired  into. 

The  office  of  the  writ  of  hdbeds  corpus  is  to  vindi- 
cate the  right  of  personal  liberty.  It  is  a  high  pre- 
rogative writ,  and  whenever  demanded  on  a  proper 
petition  must  be  issued,  under  severe  penalty  for  refusal, 
imposed  on  the  officer  to  whom  the  application  is  made. 
It  lies  in  all  cases  of  imprisonment,  commitment,  de- 
tention, confinement,  or  restraint,  for  whatever  cause 
or  under  whatever  pretense,  except  in  the  few  speci- 
fied instances  where  the  statute  forbids  its  use  (2  Rev. 
Stat.,  563,  §  22  ;  same  statute,  3  /(*.,  6  ed.,  883,  §  36). 
The  duty  in  all  cases  is  to  grant  release  where  the  im- 
prisonment, detention  or  restraint  is  illegal.  As  was 
said  by  the  court  in  Watson's  Case  (5  Lans,,  466  ; 
affirming  3  Id,,  408):  "If  the  magistrate  who  issues 
the  process  to  imprison  had  not  the  right  to  issue  such 
process,  the  imprisonment  is  illegal."  The  same  re- 
mark is  applicable  to  a  court.  There  is  a  wide  differ- 
ence between  an  informal  commitment  and  an  illegal 
(sonimitment.  The  former,  if  it  be  one  which  a  court 
could  make  for  a  contempt,  plainly  charged,  is  suffi- 
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cient,  though  in  some  form  or  part  it  be  defective  ;  for 
example,  where  it  is  not  directed  to  any  officer.  But 
the  latter,  which  on  its  face  is  shown  to  be  illegal,  is 
insufficient ;  for  example,  where  it  is  directed  by  a  civil 
court  to  a  military  officer,  or  enjoins  a  perpetual  or  in- 
definite imprisonment.  It  was  held  in  the  People  ex 
rel.  Mitchell  v.  Sheriff  of  New  York  (29  Barh.,  622  ;  S. 
C,  7  A66.  Pr.,  96),  that  upon  habeas  corpus  to  inquire 
into  the  detention  of  a  person  committed  for  contempt, 
two  questions  can  be  examined  :  first,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  tribunal  by  which  the  party  was  committed  ;  and 
second,  the  form  of  commitment.  An  examination  of 
the  form  of  the  commitment  in  this  case  under  which 
the  petitioner  was  restrained  when  the  writ  issued, 
shows  that  it  was  an  illegal  commitment,  which  no 
court  had  the  power  to  issue.  The  statute  (2  Rev,  Stat., 
278,  §  11  ;  same  statute,  3  Id.,  5  ed.,  470,  §  9),  limits 
the  period  of  imprisonment  for  contempt  to  thirty 
days,  and  is  higher  than  the  court  which  commits  the 
petitioner  for  an  unlimited  period.  Of  course  I  refer 
to  the  commitment  under  which  the  petitioner  was  im- 
prisoned in  Kings  county,  and  upon  which  he  was 
afterward  detained  in  New  York  county.  This  was 
the  sheriff's  only  warrant  for  such  detention  when  the 
habeas  corpus  was  issued  and  served.  The  commit- 
ment states  that  the  court  had  adjudged  the  petitioner 
guilty  of  a  criminal  contempt.  The  proof  shows  con- 
clusively that  the  subsequent  pa]HT  was  not  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  until  after  the  hearing  on  the  habeas  cor 
pus  case  had  commenced.  Nor  was  it  according  to  the 
order  of  the  court.  I  cannot  regard  this  ex  post  facto 
paper  as  of  any  validity  in  this  case,  for  two  sufficient 
reasons.  It  is  proved  that  the  relator  was  not  impris- 
oned or  detained  under  it ;  and  a  man  cannot  be  first 
imprisoned  and  afterward  adjudged  in  contempt.  The 
judgment  must  precede  the  imprisonment.  It  appears 
from  the    evidence  of   the  district-attorney  that  the 
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"Exhibit  B"  was  not  signed  by  the  side  justices  un- 
til October  23,  whereas  the  imprisonment  took  place  on 
October  22,  and  the  sheiiff  of  Kings  county  held  him 
in  custody  under  "Exhibit  A,"  which  is  in  my  opinion 
an  illegal  commitment.  The  second  commitment  was 
not  executed  until  the  23rd,  and  could  not  legalize  an 
existiDg  imprisonment. 

The  result  of  these  remarks  is  that  the  petitioner 
mast  be  discharged. 


CARRERE  against  SPOFFORD 

ll'ev)  Toric  Superior  Court;  Special  Term^  Nor  ember  ^ 

1873. 

PaBTEES.  —  SUBVIVORSHIP.  —  SUPPLEMENTAL         COM- 
PLAINT. 

^ » sole  surviving  partner,  against  whom  an  action  to  recover  on  a 
partnership  liability  is  pending,  dies,  his  executors  are  the  proper 
parties  defendant  to  be  brought  in  in  his  place. 

Actions  growing  out  of  the  contracts  of  a  f  rm  must,  upon  the  d#ath 
of  a  partner,  be  brcuight  by  or  against  the  surviving  members 
alone. 

The  joint  debt  may,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  a  partner,  be  treated  as 
if  originally  a  separate  debt  of  the  surviving  partner. 

Under  our  ^atute,  upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  an  ex- 
press trust,  such  trust  estate  does  not  descend  to  his  heirs  nor  pass 
to  his  personal  representatives;  but,  if  unexecuted,  it  vests  in  the 
supreme  court. 

Demurrer  to  supplemental  complaint 

This  action  was  originally  brought  by  Maynard  E. 
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Carrere,  the  plaintiff,  against  Paul  Spoflfbrd,  the  sur- 
vivor of  the  late  firm  of  Spofford  &  Tileston,  to  secure  an 
accounting  from  the  defendant,  as  such  surviving  part- 
ner, of  moneys  which  the  firm  had  received  as  agents 
of  certain  steamships  in  which  plaintiff  was  a  part 
owner,  and  to  which  he  claimed  to  be  entitled. 

During  the  pendency  of  the  action,  Paul  Spofford, 
the  surviving  partner,  died,  leaving  the  defendants, 
Paul  N.  Spofford  and  others,  his  executors,  into  whose 
hands,  as  such  executors,  as  is  alleged  in  the  supple- 
mental complaint,  assets  have  come. 

The  executors  were  now  brought  in  as  sole  defend- 
ants, in  the  place  of  Paul  Spofford,  deceased,  by  way 
of  supplemental  complaint. 

To  the  supi)lemental  complaint  the  defendants  de- 
murred, stating  as  their  sole  ground  of  demurrer  that 
the  supplemental  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

/.  L.  Oadwaladery  for  the  plaintiffi 

« 

Edgar  S.  Van  Winkle^  for  the  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  J. — Upon  the  death  of  a  partner  all  that 
passes  to  his  representatives  is  his  proportion  of  the 
assets  after  they  have  all  been  converted  into  money, 
and  all  the  debts  and  liabilities  have  been  paid.  The 
surviving  partner  has  exclusive  right  in  virtue  of  his 
title,  and  upon  him  is  cast  the  duty,  of  closing  up  the 
partnership  affairs.  All  actions  brought  in  respect  of 
any  contract  entered  into  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  firm 
before  the  death  of  a  partner  must  be  brought  by  or 
against  the  surviving  members  of  the  firm  alone.  The 
representatives  of  the  deceased  cannot  sue  or  be  sued 
in  respect  of  such  contract. 

Paesons,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Partnership, 
section  447,  says :    "The  executors  or  administrators  of 


NEW  SERIES:    Vol.  XV.  49 


Carrere  v.  Spofford. 


^^t;  last  survivor  sue  alone  without  joining  the  repre- 
^utatives  of  the  first  or  any  later  deceased  ;"  and  Lind- 
^^Y,  in  his  work  on  the  same  subject  (3  ed.,  vol.  1.,  p. 
^05),  says  the  legal  representative  of  the  surviving 
Partner  is  the  proper  person  to  sue  and  be  sued  at  law 
^n  regpect  of  the  engagements  of  the  firm. 

No  one  of  the  cases  cited  by  these  learned  writers  is 
Hn  aiustration  of  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  them  in  this 
particular  regard  as  to  the  person  to  sue  or  be  sued 
Upon  paj  tnership  obligations  on  the  happening  of  thd 
ultimate  contingencies  above  contemplated.  And  yet 
Buch  rule  would  seem  to  be  a  corollary  from  principles 
long  settled  with  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  partner- 
ship and  the  right  and  interest  of  the  partner,  and  the 
vesting  of  the  title  to  the  property  on  the  death  of  a 
partner. 

Not  only  the  remedies,  but  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  the  partnership,  vest  in  and  are  imposed  upon  the 
surviving  partner.  In  Davis  r).  Church,  1  W  &  8.j 
240,  it  is  said  "the  action  of  the  surviving  partner  is 
his  own."  In  Yale  v.  Eames,  1  Metc.^  486,  it  is  said, 
*Mf  one  partner  die  the  whole  legal  title  vests  by  sur- 
vivorship in  the  other." 

And  in  like  manner  as  to  liabilities.  Each  partner 
is  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt,  and  contribution  lies 
entirely  among  themselves. 

In  Rice  v.  Shute,  2  Burr.,  2613,  Lord  Mansfield 
said,  ''  All  contracts  with  partners  are  joint  and  several ; 
every  partner  is  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt ;"  and 
in  Richards  v.  Heather,  1  B.  c&  Aid.  29,  it  was  held 
that  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  charging  the  defendant  in 
his  own  right,  might  recover  a  demand  due  from  the 
defendant  individually  and  another  due  from  him  as 
surviving  partner.  Tlie  joint  debt  may,  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  a  partner,  be  treated  as  if  originally  a 
separate  debt  of  the  surviving  partner. 

1  have  considered  the  analogy  drawn  by  the  learned 

HT.  B. — ^XV.- 
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counsel  for  tlie  defendants  from  the  condition  of  a  trust 
estate  upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  an 
express  trust.  Under  our  statute  such  trust  estate 
does  not  descend  to  the  heirs,  nor  does  it  pass  to  the 
personal  representatives  of  the  survivor,  but  if  the 
trust  be  unexecuted  it  shall  vest  in  the  supreme  court. 
A  surviving  partner,  it  is  true,  is  a  trustee  for  all  con- 
concerned  in  the  copartnership,  for  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  and  the  creditors  of  the  firm.  But  it 
is  a  trust  to  wind  up  the  affairs  with  fidelity  and  with- 
out unnecessary  delay.  Still,  he  is  more  than  trustee ; 
he  is  in  his  own  right  principally  interested  in  and 
possesses  in  himself  the  title  to  the  property  and  as- 
sets as  surviving  owner,  and  it  i3  because  of  such  legal 
right  in  himself  that  he  becomes  a  trustee  for  the 
creditors  and  legal  representative  of  his  deceased 
partner. 

[The  learned  judge  here  recapitulated  the  facts  of 
the  present  case,  fully  stated  above.] 

In  view  of  the  principles  above  recognized,  the  de- 
fendants, into  whose  hands  the  assets  and  property  of 
the  surviving  partner  have  come,  and  that  lawfully, 
are  solely  liable  to  account  in  this  action  for  this  co- 
partnership liability  and  obligation  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  with  liberty  to 
defendants  to  answer  on  the  usual  terms. 
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THE  STAGE   HORSE  CASES 

BROADWAY,    &c.,    STAGE    COMPANY   agaiiut 

THE  AMERICAN    SOCIETY  FOR  THE 

PREVENTION  OF   CRUELTY 

TO   ANIMALS. 

^'feie  Tori  Gom/mon  Pleas;  B/pecial  Term,  January , 

1873. 

CHRISTIE  against  BERGH. 

IfetD  Tori  Marine  Court;  June^  1873. 

iKjxjyonon. — Tbespass. — Franchises. — Contempt. 

—False  Impbisonment  and  Malicious  Peos- 

EOUTioN. — Officer.— Abeest. 

An  injDBction  lies  to  restrain  the  persistent  commission  of  trespasses 
even  of  a  mere  personal  nature,  Tvbere  they  affect  a  corporate  fran- 
chise. 

Under  Laws  of  1866,  ch.  682,  and  Law$  of  1867,  cb.  875,  relating  to 
the  powers  of  agents  of  the  American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of 
Cnielty  to  Animals, — an  arrest  without  warrant  can  only  be  made 
where  the  offense  is  committed  in  the  presence  of  a  duly  designated 
officer  or  agent  of  the  society,  who  makes  the  arrest. 

In  respect  to  offenses  consisting  in  cruelty  to  animals,  the  act  of  1867 
is  to  be  deemed  declaratory  of  the  common  law ;  and  driving  a 
horse,  while  ignorant  that  it  is  sick  or  sore,  is  not,  per  m,  tormenting 
or  torturing  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

The  court,  in  an  action  brought  by  incorporated  stage  companies 
engaged  in  the  carriage  of  passengers,  will  not  enjoin  the  society 
from  arresting  the  drivers  or  servants  of  the  companies,  but  may 
enjoin  them  ^m  stopping  the  vehicles,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
an  arrest  in  a  clear  case  of  violation  of  the  law,  and  from  taking 
custody  of  the  horses  or  vehicles,  or  interfering  with  the  passengers. 


Such  an  injunction  having  been  issued,  the  stopping  of  a  stage  for 
the  purpose  of  arresting  the  driver  in  a  case  in  which  the  horse  was 
actually  lame  at  the  time, — Held,  not  a  violation  of  the  injunction, 
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although  upon  the  subsequent  trial  of  the  driver,  on  a  charge  of 
cruelty,  he  was  acquitted. 
Where  the  ofScers  of  the  society  have,  on  conceded  facts,  clear  evi- 
dence on  which  to  base  a  sound  judgment  that  an  offense  is  com- 
mitted, they  should  not  be  punished  as  for  contempt  in  violating 
such  iigunction,  but  the  other  party  must  be  left  to  an  action  for 
damages. 

The  agents  of  the  American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  to 
Animals,  duly  designated  by  the  sheriff,  may  arrest,  without  war- 
rant, a  person  found  by  them  in  the  very  act  of  over-driving  a 
horse  which  appeared  at  the  time  to  be  incapable  of  doing  the 
work,  and  was  being  over-driven  in  such  manner  as  to  involve 
cruelty. 

An  action  for  false  imprisonment,  as  distinguished  from  an  action  for 
malicious  prbsecution,  cannot  be  maintained,  if  the  power  to  make 
the  arrest  existed.  Where  a  power  to  arrest  is  exercised  without 
probable  cause,  and  with  malice,  the  remedy  is  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution. 

The  Broadway  and  East  Side  Stage  Company 
brought  an  action  against  the  American  Society  for  the 
Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals,  and  Charles  Johnson 
and  others,  John  Marshall  and  others,  and  S.  W. 
Andrews  and  others  respectively,  brought  similar 
actions,— to  enjoin  interference  with  their  lines  of* 
stages  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

I.  Motion  for  an  injunction. 

The  complaint  and  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
action  first  mentioned,  stated :  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
corporation*created  under  the  laws  of  this  State  and  has 
a  right  of  way  and  franchise  to  run  a  line  of  stages 
through  certain  streets  of  the  city  of  New  York  and 
i3ays  the  city  an  annual  license  fee  ;  that  it  has  a  large 
capital  invested  in  its  business  and  its  running  ex- 
penses are  large ;  that  it  has  men  stationed  along  its 
route  to  see  that  no  negligence  of,  or  cruelty  to,  its 
horses  is  practii^ed  by  any  of  its  drivers;  that  it  is 
nnentive  to  the  wants  and   necessities  of  its  horses, 
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^^1^5  ch  are  well  fed,  kept  in  good  condition  and  Bound 
^^^  able  to  perform  their  work ;  that  it  keeps  horses 
}^  reserve  to  replace  those  disabled,  and  that  no  horse 
^^    allowed  to  work  more  than  five  hours  out  of  the 
^^^entj-four,  and  that  no  horse  is  allowed  to  leave  the 
^tubles  that  is  not  perfectly  able  to  work.    That  the 
^^fendant,  the  American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of 
^I'oelty  to  Animals,  is  incorporated  by  the  legislature 
^^  this  State  and  Mr.  Henry  Bergh  is  and  has  been 
^or  a  long  time  the  president  of  said  society  ;  that 
^r.  Bergh  interferes  with  plaintiff's  business  by  stop- 
ping its  horses,  arresting  the  drivers,  causing  the  loss 
^t,  trips,  compelling  the  drivers  to  pay  back  passenger 
lares,  and  by  sending  the  horses  to  strange  stables  or 
leaving  them  exposed  in  the  street  for  hours  with- 
out food,  water  or  shelter ;  that  each  arrest  causes  loss 
to  the  company,  suffering  to  the  driver  and  injury  to 
the  reputation  of  the  line,  and  that  against  these  op- 
pressive acts  of  Mr.  Bergh  and  his  employees  the  plain- 
tiflF  cannot  protect  its  rights  or  interests  except  by  an 
injunction  to  secure  it  in  the  enjoyment  of  its  chartered 
privileges.     That  the  drivers  of  the  stages  do  not  select 
t    the  horses  they  drive,  and  the  superintendent  of  the 
stables  is  required  to  see  that  no  horse  is  turned  out  to 
work  unless  it  is  in  good  condition  and  able  to  perform 
its  work  ;  that  the  said  superintendent  never  allows  a 
horse  to  make  a  trip  unless  he  is  known  to  be  in  a  con- 
dition to  do  so  without  injury,  trouble,  or  suffering, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  takes  every  precaution  to  protect 
its  horses  from  injury,  cruelty  or  neglect ;  that  drivers 
of  plaintiff's  horses  have  been  arrested  by  Mr.  Bergh 
and  by  his  orders,  without  warrant,  and   locked  up 
from  twelve  to  twenty -four  hours,  yet,  upon  investiga- 
tion before  the  special  sessions,  have  been  discharged, 
there  being  no  cause  of  complaint  against  them  ;  that 
the  agents  employed*by  Mr.  Bergh  or  the  society  to  de- 
termine if  the  horses  are  fit  to  work  and  to  arrest  the 


54  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Stage  Horse  Cases. 

drivers,  are  incompetent  to  judge  whether  a  horse  is 
sound  or  not ;  that  Mr.  Bergh  threatens  to  cause  the 
phiintiff  all  the  expense  and  trouble  he  can  and  to  do 
all  he  could  to  injury  it,  and  he  has  carried  out  his 
threat  by  stopping  horses  without  canse,  arresting 
drivers  and  harassing  the  company  without  any  just 
cause  ;  that  in  six  certain  cases  plaintiff's  drivers  were 
arrested  by  the  agents  of  the  defendant  and  locked  up 
from  twelve  to  twenty-four  hours,. but  were  afteiwards 
discharged  either  upon  being  proved  innocent  on  trial 
or  from  failure  of  the  prosecutors  to  appear ;  that  such 
arrests  were  made  without  warrant,  and  upon  the  order 
of  Mr.  Bergh  ;  that  the  latter  admitted  in  court  he  had 
uever  secured  a  conviction  of  plaintiflF's  drivers,  yet 
continues  to  harass  the  drivers,  stop  the  horses,  inter- 
fere with  plaintiflF's  business  and  takes  every  means  to 
annoy,  injure  and  interrupt  plaintiflT's  business  and 
cause  it  loss ;  that  plaintiflT  has  suflTered  and  does  suflfer 
great  injury  therefrom ;  and  if  these  acts  are  continued 
great  and  irreparable  pecuniary  injury  will  result  to 
plaintiff,  and  by  such  acts  a  large  amount  of  travel  has 
been  diverted  from  plaintiff '  s  line ;  and  that  all  such 
acts  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bergh  are  malicious  and  com- 
mitted from  ill-will  and  vindictiveness  towards  plaintiff. 
The  complaint  and  aflidavits  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  action  brought  by  Jesse  A.  Marshall  and 
others,  proprietors  of  the  Broadway  and  Fourth-avenue 
line  and  the  Madison-avenue  line  of  stages,  recited  sub- 
stantially the  same  facts  and  grounds  of  complaint,  and 
show  in  addition  that  on  some  fourteen  occasions  their 
horses  were  stopped  by  defendant's  agents,  causing  the 
loss  of  trips,  yet  that  such  horses  were  afterwards  found 
to  be  able  to  work  and  resumed  their  trips  without  any 
suffering  to  themselves ;  that  the  defendant's  agents 
stop  plaintiffs'  stages,  examine  their  horses,  and  en- 
deavor to  find  excuses  for  arresting  the  drivers ;  and 
that  in  fifteen  or    twenty  instances    Mr.    Bergh   hsL& 
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stopped  their  stages,  causing  the  loss  of  trips,  and  after 
examining  the  horses  finally  let  them  go,  not  being  able 
to  find  any  ailment. 

The  complaint  and  affidavits  in  the  action  wherein 
Charles  Johnson  and  others,  proprietors  of  the  Broad- 
way and  Twenty- third-street  line  of  stages,  are  plain- 
tiffs, recited  substantially  the  same  grounds  for  the 
relief  demanded. 

The  moving  papers  in  the  action  of  Samuel  W.  An- 
drews and  others,  proprietors  of  the  Fifth-avenue  line 
of  stages,  contained,  in  addition  to  affidavits  of  the 
same  facts  substantially  set  forth  above,  an  affidavit  of 
Archibald  H.  Campbell,  wh«  was  for  three  years  an 
associate  of  Mr.  Bergh  in  the  Society  for  the  Prevention 
of  Cruelty  to  Animals,  and  who  made  arrests  by  order 
of  Mr.  Bergh,  stating  certain  conversations  had  between 
Mr.  Bergh  and  himself,  intended  to  show  that  the 
former  was  actuated  by  vindictive  feelings  against  the 
drivers,  and  not  by  pity  for  the  horses  ;  also  an  affida- 
vit by  H.  C.  Palmer,  superintendent  of  the  plaintiffs' 
stables,  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Bergh  having  in  one  night 
stopped  several  horses,  saw  them  next  morning  at  the 
stables  and  pronounced  them  fit  to  work,  also  other 
affidavits  as  to  instances  where  drivers  were  acquitted 
after  arrest,  and  instances  of  great  suffering  caused  to 
horses  wjiere  the  driver  was  arrested. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant,  the  Society  for  the 
Prevention  of  Cnielty  to  Animals,  in  all  the  actions  was 
an  admission  of  its  own  incorporation  and  a  general 
denial.  The  affidavits  of  T.  W.  Harttield,  general 
superintendent  of  the  society,  and  of  Henry  Bergh, 
president,  were  read  on  the  motion,  and  were  substan- 
tially alike  in  all  the  actions.  The  affidavit  of  Hart- 
field  recited  the  charges  of  driving  sick  and  lame 
horses,  made  in  the  cases  of  drivers  arrested  as  stated 
in  plaintiffs'  papers,  and  stated  that  his  information 
is  derived  from  the  record  of  such  cases  kept  by  the 
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society,  in  which  the  reports  of  the  agents  of  the  society 
making  all  arrests  are  entered  by  the  deponent ; 
the  aflB  davit  also  stated  that  the  persons  making  the 
arrests  were  authorized  to  do  so  by  designation  by  the 
sheriff  as  provided  by  law  (chap.  375,  Laws  of  1867, 
§  8),  and  are  familiar  with  the  diseases,  condition,  and 
sufferings  of  horses  propelling  vehicles  for  the  con- 
veyance of  passengers  in  this  city  ;  that  the  persons  al- 
leged by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  selected  for  the  purpose  of 
supervising  the  drivers  and  preventing  cruelty  to  the 
horses  are  not  appointed  for  such  purpose,  but  to  spy 
upon  the  conduct  of  the  drivers,  to  ascertain  ii  they 
loiter  or  appropriate  farfes,  and  to  stimulate  them  to 
make  as  many  trips  as  possible ;  that  such  persons  have 
endeavored  to  interfere  with  the  arrest  of  drivers  by  the 
defendants'  agents  for  violating  the  acts  for  the  pre- 
vention of  cruelty  to  animals,  and  have  endeavored  to 
screen  the  drivers  and  intimidate  the  agents  of  the 
society ;  that  the  condition  of  the  horses  driven  to 
vehicles  of  the  plaintiffs  is  such  as  to  render  it  neces- 
sary for  the  agents  of  defendants  to  stop  the  vehicle 
with  a  view  to  arrest  the  driver ;  and,  where  drivers 
have  pleaded  ignorance,  admitted  that  the  horse  was 
not  in  a  physical  condition  to  proceed  further,  and  con- 
sented to  withdraw  the  horse  and  send  it  to  the  stable, 
the  driver  has  not  been  arrested  ;  that  in  no  case  have 
the  agents  of  the  society  compelled  the  drivers  to  re- 
turn fares ;  that  the  plaintiffs  never  remove  a  horse 
from  a  stage  unless  it  is  absolutelj^  unable  to  proceed, 
and  never  because  of  lameness,  raw,  bleeding  or  run- 
ning sores,  or  ordinary  phyt^ical  suffering,  until  the 
stage  is  stopped  by  an  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  in 
many  cases  the  driver  has  thanked  the  agent ;  and  that 
in  cases  of  stoppage  the  agent  sends  word  by  a  passing 
driver  to  the  stables  of  the  cause  of  stoppage,  and  what 
is  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  do  in  the  prc^mises. 
The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Bergh  stated  that  he  originated 
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the  Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals, 
and  the  protection  of  the  brute  creation ;  that  in  the 
discbarge  of  his  duties  he  has  been  instigated  by  no 
feeling  of  malice,  ill-will,  or  unkindness  towards  the 
plaintiffs,   and  that  he  has   never  arrested  any  one 
through  feelings  of  malice  or  ill  will ;  that  his  services 
are  voluntary  and  he  has  never  derived  any  pecuniary 
benefit  from  the  prosecution  of  offenders  under  the  act 
aforesaid ;  that  for  the  past  six  years  he  has  had  full 
opportunities  to  observe  the  physical  condition  of  the 
horses  attached  to  plaintiffs'  stages,  and  he  swears  to 
the  particular  matters  respecting   them  set  forth  in 
Hartfield's  affidavit ;    that  when  drivers  are  arrested 
their  horses  are  properly  cared  for,  and  are  consigned 
to  the  care  of  the  police  pursuant  to  law,  and  where 
their  condition  was  such  that  they  were  unable  to  re- 
main upon  the  street,  they  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
stable  and  shelteied,  fed  and  kept ;  that  no  arrests  with- 
out warrant  have  been  made  except  of  offenders  found 
violating  the  provisions  of  the  acts  aforesaid  ;  that  he 
has  had  no  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiffs,  and  has 
caused  them  no  damage  in  the  prosecution  of  their 
business  or  caused  them  any  loss,  and  that  their  loss 
has  been  the  result  of  their  own  willful  violation  of  the 
law  ;  that  he  is  duly  designated  by  the  sheriff  to  make 
arrests  ;  that  wherever  he  has  abandoned  a  prosecution, 
and  wherever  a  driver  has  been  discharged  at  the  request 
of  an  agent  of  the  society,  it  has  been  where  the  pris- 
oner promised  that  he  would  not  again  violate  the  law, 
and  not  where  any  doubt  exists  that  the  offense  has  been 
committed;  that  the  affidavit  of  A.  H.  Campbell  and 
others,  as  to  conversations  with  and  statements  made 
by  him  (Bergh),  are  wholly  false  and  are  also  false  in 
all  other  particulars  except  that  said  Campbell  was  at 
oQe  time  an  officer  of  the  defendants. 

James  M.  Smith  and  C.  F,  Wetmorey  for  the  mo- 
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tion. — I.  This  action  is  sustainable  as  a  bill  to  prevent 
a  trespass,  and  to  restrain  a  corporation  from  an  abuse 
of  corporate  power  [Code,  §  219 ;  Willard  Eq.  Jur.^ 
382 ;  1  miliar d  on  iTy .,  280).    , 

II.  The  course  pursued  by  the  agents  of  the  society 
is  one  calculated  to  injure  irreparably  the  franqhise  of 
the  plaintiffs  (2  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  926,  959 ;  Living- 
ston t>.  Livingston,  6  Johns.  Ch.y  497 ;  Kerr  on  Inj.^  295). 

III.  The  arrests  complained  of  are  illegal,  because 
made  without  warrant  previously  issued. 

Elhridge  T.  Oerry  (with  whom  was  Ambrose  Mb- 
neH)j  for  the  defendant,  in  opposition. — L  This  action  ia 
an  attempt  to  paralyze  the  functions  of  a  corporation 
which  was  created  by  the  legislature  of  this  State  for 
the  express  purpose  of  enforcing  certain  penal  statutes 
for  the  protection  of  the  brute  creation  (1  Laws  qf 
1866,  oh.  469,  §  7 ;  1  Laws  of  1867,  ch.  376,  §  8 ;  People 
%.  Tinsdale,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.,  376). 

n.  The  act  creating  this  corporation  was  designed, 
among  other  things,  to  remedy  a  defect  supposed  to 
exist  at  common  law,  relative  to  arrests  by  sheriffs  and 
constables  for  misdemeanors  without  warrant  (Butolph 
V.  Blust,  41  How.  Pr.,  481,  490;  S.  C,  5  Lans.j  84; 
Willis  V.  Warren,  17  Sow.  Pr.,  101,  per  Brady,  J.). 

III.  The  oflScers  of  this  Society  are  quasi  consta- 
bles, charged  with  the  enforcement  of  certain  public 
laws ;  and  a  court  of  equity  should  not  interfere  to  re- 
strain them  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  in  good 
faith  (Sterman  v.  Kennedy,  15  Abb.  Pr.,  201 ;  Moore  v. 
Comrs.  of  Pilots,  32  How.  Pr.,  184;  Gilbert  v.  Mickle, 
4  Sand/.  Ch.,  357,  362;  Prendorill  v.  Kennedy,  34 
Bow.  Pr.,  416  ;  Willis  v.  Warren,  17  Id.,  100;  2  Siory 
Eq.  Jur.,  %  893;  Roback  v.  Taylor,  4  IrU.  Hev.  Rec, 
170). 

IV.  The  duty  of  the  Society  is  to  prec&nt  cruelty, 
as  well  as  to  secure  the  punishment  of  those  guilty  of 
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it  Hence,  stoppage  of  vehicles  by  its  officers  is  lawful, 
when  the  object  is  to  prevent  a  continuance  of  the 
offense;  and  that  effected,  they  are  not  necessarily 
bound  to  proceed  further  and  to  arrest  when  the  cruelty 
is  discontinued  (Queen  v.  Pirth,  1  Law  Hep.  Grown 
Cos.  Res.,  172). 

J.  P.  Daly,  J. — ^The  acts  of  the  legislature  upon 
which  the  defendants  rely  are,  Laws  of  1866,  ch.  682, 
and  Laws  of  1867,  ch.  375.  By  the  first  act  it  is  made 
a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  by  act  or  neglect  to 
'^ malidoTisly  kill,  maim,  wound,  injure,  torture  or 
cruelly  beat  any  horse,  mule,  ox,  cattle,  sheep  or  other 
animal."  By  the  last  act  it  is  made  a  misdemeanor 
to  **  overdrive,  overload,  torture,  torment,  deprive  of 
necessary  sustenance,  or  unnecessarily  or  cruelly  beat 
or  needlessly  mutilate  or  kill,  or  cause  or  procure  to  be 
overdriven,  overloaded,  tortured,  tormented  or  deprived 
of  necessary  sustenance,  or  to  be  unnecessarily  or 
cruelly  beaten,  or  needlessly  mutilated  or  killed  as 
foresaid  any  living  creature.''  And  by  section  8  of 
^he  last  mentioned  act  it  is  provided  that  "  Any  agent 
of  the  American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty 
^0  Animals,  upon  being  designated  thereto  by  the 
sheriff  of  any  county  in  this  State  may,  within  such 
county,  make  arrests  and  bring  before  any  court  or 
magistrate  thereof,  having  jurisdiction,  oflfenders  found 
violating  the  provisions  of  this  act." 

The  relief  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  is  an  order  of 
this  court  restraining  the  defendants  and  its  agents  and 
employees  from  interfering  with  the  plaintiff's  business 
in  any  way  or  manner  whatever,  or  with  its  agents,  em- 
ployees, drivers,  or  superintendents  of  its  stables,  acting 
on  behalf  of  plaintiffs,  or  engaged  in  their  business ;  and 
from  arresting,  detaining  or  interfering  with  any  of 
them ;  and  from  interfering  in  any  manner  with  the 
plaintiffs'  horses,  property,  or  appointments  connected 
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with  said  lines  of  stages,  and  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  the  court  may  deem  proper ;  and  the  plainti£& 
further  ask  judgment  for  damages. 

So  far  as  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
entertain  an  action  of  this  nature  is  concerned,  the  ob- 
jections of  the  defendants  are  not  well  taken.     While 
bills  have  been  filed  usually  to  resti-ain  the  commission  of 
trespasses  against  real  property  only,  and  precedents  for 
such  a  remedy  against  mere  personal  trespasses  are  more 
diflBcult  to  find,  yet  where  the  trespasses,  oft  repeated 
and  damaging,  are  committed  against  ?l  franchise  cre- 
ated and  granted  by  the  sovereign  power,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  hesitate  to  enjoin  them.     The  reason  of 
this  is  that  the  public  at  large  have  an  interest  in  the 
protection  of  sucli  rights  and  privileges  as  well  as  the 
parties  particularly  interested.     The  establishment  of 
routes  and  conveniences  for  the  carrying  of  passengers 
is  highly  necessary  to  the  community,  and  any  im- 
proper interference  therewith  will  always  be  prevented 
by  injunction.     All  invasions  of,  franchises  are  the  sub- 
jects of  relief  in  equity  (4  Johns.  Ch.^  150;  le?.,  48; 
Story  Eq.  Jnr.^   2,  108).     No  interference  with  the 
business  and  franchises*of  the  plaintifi's,  however,  can 
be  improper  which  results  from  the  arrests  contem- 
plated by  the  aforesaid  act  of  1867,  when  made  by  the 
persons  and  in  the  cases  prescribed  by  that  act ;  and  no 
injunction  will  issue  to  restrain  the  defendants  or  their 
agents  from  performing  the  duties  they  are  required 
by  that    act    to    perform.      The   designation  by  the 
sheriff,  provided  for  in  section  8  of  the  act,  constitutes 
an  agent  of  the  society  an  officer  of  the  law,  with  the 
power  of  immediate  arrest,  in  certain  cases,  without 
warrant,  of  offenders  against  the  provisions  of  section 
1  of  that  act.    The  enactment  by  the  legislature  is  suf- 
ficient to  confer  this  power,  even  if  such  agents  did  not 
become  by  the  designation  aforesaid  deputies  of  the 
sheriff  to  that  extent,  he  being  ex  officio  a  (ouservator 
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of  the  peace  (K)  Johns.  ^  85).  The  powers  thus  conferred 
on  the  agents  of  the  defendant  are  those  of  a  constable 
at  Common  Uw  or  of  a  police  oflBcer,  so  far  as  offenses 
against  tlie  said  act  are  concerned.  But  such  offenses 
are  misdemeanors  only,  and  the  arrest  cannot  be  made 
foitAoiU  warrant  except  where  the  offense  is  committed 
in  the  presence  of  the  officer  (2  Cush.,  246,  615). 

The  legislature  which  creates  the  franchise  enjoyed 
by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  public,  has  the  right  to  impose 
certain  general  restrictions  in  the  exercise  of  its  duty 
to  preserve  the  peace  or  to  institute  police  regulations 
within  constitutional  limits.  It  had  power  to  pass  the 
act  to  punish  the  overloading  or  overdriving  of  horses, 
the  tormenting  or  torturing  them,  or  the  cruelly  beat- 
^g,  mutilating  or  killing  of  them  needlessly  ;  in  fact 
the  whole  act  above  quoted  was  within  the  scope  of  the 
i^gislative  power,  and  it  is  no  interference  with  the 
^ghts  of  plaintiffs  to  compel  an  observance  of  that  act 
^^  the  management  of  their  franchises,  and  no  inconve- 
nience or  loss  arising  from  a  willful  violation  of  that 
^t  can  be  urged  as  a  ground  for  restraining  arrests  by 
defendant's  agents  for  such  violation  (7  Wall.  U.  S.^ 
^87 ;  8  Pet  0.  CL,  390  ;  15  Ahh.  Pr.,  201 ;  32  How.  Pr., 
184  ;  34  Id,,  416  ;  10  Ahh.  Pr.  iV.  S.,  376).  The  only 
ground  for  injunction  must  be  that  interference  with 
the  plaintiff's  franchises  is  attempted  by  defendants' 
agents  in  cases  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  act,  or 
in  excess  or  abuse  of  the  authority  conferred  by  it.  I 
have  already  said  tjiat  the  arrest  without  warrant  can 
only  be  made  where  the  offense  is  committed  in  pres- 
ence of  the  designated  officer  who  makes  the  arrest. 
This  is  not  only  the  rule  at  common  law  but  is  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  statute  itself,  which  provides  for 
the  arrest  of  persons  ''found  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  act."  In  a  case  where  similar  language  is  found 
in  an  enactment  as  to  the  arrest  of  persons  ''found 
violating  "  the  provisions  of  a  municipal  ordinance,  the 
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general  term  of  the  supreme  court  of  tliis  State  has 
held  an  arrest  without  warrant  to  be  proper  (Butolph 
V.  Blust,  41  How.  Pr.y  481). 

What  then  are  the  offenses  committed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  officer  which  justify  the  arrest  without  war- 
rant ?  It  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  Hartfield,  the 
general  superintendent  of  the  Society  for  the  Preven- 
tion of  Cruelty  to  Animals,  that  the  complaints  upon 
which  the  drivers  of  the  plaintiffs'  stages  were  so  ar- 
rested without  warrant,  were  for  driving  horses  which 
were  lame,  or  suffering  from  disease  :  thus  in  one  case 
a  horse  so  driven  had  a  large  fissure  in  the  anterior  por- 
tion of  the  near  hind  hoof,  another  had  a  raw  sore  on 
each  shoulder  under  the  collar,  another  was  badly 
foundered  and  sprung,  another  was  so  sick  that  he 
staggered  and  fell,  another  had  a  raw  sore  on  the  right 
breast,  and  a  long  cut  or  gash  on  the  front  of  the  fore 
leg,  and  a  raw  wound  on  the  fetlock  joint,  another  was 
lame  in  the  left  fore  leg ;  all  of  these  were  complained 
of  as  offenses  against  the  statute  prohibiting  the  "tor- 
turing or  toimenting  "  of  horses.  No  complaint  seems 
to  have  been  made  against  the  plaintiffs  for  the  over- 
driving, overloading,  beating,  mutilating,  killing  or 
depriving  of  necessary  sustenance,  of  the  horses  draw- 
ing their  vehicles.  The  theory  of  the  defendant  is  that 
the  driving  of  horses  afflicted  by  disease  or  wounds  in 
the  manner  described  is  a  tormenting  or  torturing  of  the 
beast  within  the  letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  stat- 
ute, without  regard  to  the  intention  or  knowledge  of 
the  driver. 

I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants that  the  act  of  1867  was  passed  to  remedy  a 
supposed  defect  in  the  common  law, — i.  e.,  that  an  arrest 
without  wan-ant  could  not  be  made  in  the  case  of  a 
misdemeanor  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  officer 
unless  it  tended  to  a  breach  of  the  ptace.  The  power 
of  constables  to  arrest  without  warrant  in  cases  of  mis- 
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demeanor  appears  to  have  been  confined  to  acts  com- 
mitted in  their  presence  which  tended  to  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  and  to  affrays  (1  Bish.  Crim.  Pro.^  %  460, 
and  cases  cited  in  notes).    Bat  in  this  State  it  is  held 
that  constables  may  arrest  without  warrant  for  any 
misdemeanor  committed  in  their  presence  (17  How, 
Pr.j  101).   The  courts  of  this  State,  as  far  back  as  1822, 
and  the  courts  of  other  States  have  decided  that  wan- 
ton cruelty  to  an  animal, — e.  g.y  excessive  beating  of  his 
horse  by  a  cartraan,^or  any  deliberate  cruelty  to  an 
animal,  is  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law  (1  Wheel.  Or. 
Cos.,  Ill ;  3  City  HaU  Bee,  191  ;  1  Aiken  lVt\  26 ; 
7  Law  Hep.  N.  8.,  89,  90) ;  so  that  even  without  the 
act  of  1867,  such  arrests  as  are  contemplated  by  it 
might  be  made  by  the  proper  oflBcers  without  warrant. 
Tlie  act  was  designed  evidently  for  the  purpose:  1,  of 
clothing  the  agents  of  the  society  with  power  to  make 
such  arrests ;    and,  2,  to  place  beyond  a  doubt  the 
criminality  of  the  acts  of  cruelty  to  animals,  as  well  as 
to  more  particularly  define  in  what  such  cruelty  con- 
sisted.  My  opimon  is  that  as  to  the  offenses  themselves 
the  act  of  1867  was  declaratory  only  of  the  common 
law. 

The  act  in  other  words  created  in  these  respects  no 
new  offenses,  but  provided  for  the  punishment  of  such 
as  were  indictable  at  common  law,  each  of  such  acts  of 
cruelty  being  malum  in  se.  To  constitute  at  common 
law  the  offense  of  cruelty,  deliberation  was  necessary, 
as  evidencing  the  wicked  intent  to  inflict  injury  upon 
the  animal.  This  was  held  in  the  case  of  People  v. 
Boss,  above  cited  (3  City  Ball  Eec.^  191),  where  a  car- 
man, intending  to  beat  his  horse  for  refusing  to  draw  its 
load,  struck  it  a  single  blow  upon  the  neck,  which 
killed  it  He  was  acquitted  on  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  showed  no  deliberate  intention  to  kill  the  ani- 
mal, but  only  to  chastise  it.  Under  this  act  of  1867, 
certain  of  the  offenses  designated  are  by  their  com  mis 
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sion  aloBe  evidence  of  willful  intent  to  commit  the  mis- 
demeanor— such  as  overloading  or  overdriving  (10  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  8,,  377),  cruelly  beating  or  needlessly  mntilat 
ing  or  killing  or  depriving  of  necessary  sustenance, 
any  dumb  animal  (1  AiJcen  [yt\  226),  and  such  also 
as  tormenting  or  torturing  such  animal  by  cruel  or  un- 
usual punishments  or  wanton  injury  done  from  wicked 
motives.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  mere  fact  of  driving  a 
sick,  sore,  lame,  or  disabled  horse,  is  not,  per  se^  the 
tormenting  or  torturing  intended  by  the  act  The 
driving  of  such  a  horse  directly  to  its  stable  is  not  an 
oflTense,  nor  driving  it  for  exercise,  nor  driving  it  care- 
fully in  a  manner  proportioned  to  its  condition,  where 
it  has  become  disabled,  lame,  or  sick,  on  the  road. 
And  whether  a  horse  suffering  from  certain  sores  or 
disorders  is  injured  or  suffers  torment  or  torture  by 
being  driven  is  in  many  cases  such  a  question  for  the 
determination  of  medical  experts  as  renders  it  exceed- 
ingly doubtful  as  a  case  of  patent  torturing  or  torment- 
ing within  tbe  act. 

Here,  then,  in  the  case  of  drivers  arrested  for  driving 
diseased  horses,  arises  the  question  as  to  how  far  such 
drivers  are  guilty  of  any  offense  if  ignorant  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  horses  or  inexpert  in  detecting  those  signs, 
familiar  to  veterinary  surgeons,  of  suffering  on  the  part 
of  the  animal.  Upon  indictment  for  offenses  malum 
in  se  ignorance  or  mistftke  of  fact  is  an  excuse  which 
is  available  to  the  prisoner  as  a  defense  (3  Greeiu  JEv.. 
§  21).  As  appears  from  the  proofs,  the  drivers  are  not 
allowed  to  select  the  horses  which  they  are  to  drive, 
nor  can  I  see  how  they  are  to  be  bound  to  the  same 
knowledge  of  the  horse  which  a  surgeon  would  possess, 
nor  how  they  can  be  arraigned  for  tormenting  or  tor- 
turing the  horse  if  they  are  driving  it  ])ursuant  to  their 
orders  and  are  wholly  ignorant  of  its  physical  condi- 
tion. There  is  a  vast  difference  between  such  an  act  in 
which  their  is  neither  motive,  malice,  nor  wantonness 
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on  the  part  of  the  driver,  and  those  acts  of  craelty 
which  the  legislature  intended  to  punish,  which  evi- 
dence a  savage  and  unfeeling  heart  and  a  willful  dis- 
regard to  the  sufferings  of  the  helpless  brute.  lam  not 
surprised,  with  these  diflSculties  surrounding  this 
particular  class  of  offenses,  that  ''no  convictions  of 
plaintiffs'  drivers  have  ever  been  had"  as  the  plaintiffs 
allege  and  as  is  not  denied,  although  so  many  arrests 
have  been  made ;  and  I  have  given  this  consideration 
to  the  point  because  it  appears  from  the  papers  before 
nae  that  whatever  offenses  against  the  law  have  been 
committed,  the  only  persons  who  have  invariably 
suffered  therefor  are  the  drivers.  They  have  been 
arrested  and  locked  up  from  twelve  to  twenty -four 
hours,  when  the  actual  offense,  if  any,  was  committed 
l>ythe  parties  who  knowingly  caused  them  to  drive 
horses  unfit  for  the  work,  and  who  might  as  easily 
have  been  punished  under  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

But  while  it  may  be  proper  to  discuss  what  con- 
stitutes an  offense  within  the  act  of  1867,  and  even 
while  it  may  appear  that  arrests  have  been  made  with- 
out cause,  it  is  not  clear  at  all  that  against  the  proceed- 
ings of  defendants'  agents  in  the  future,  so  far  as  the 
authority  to  arrest  is  concerned,  any  injunction  could 
be  issued  which  would  not  wholly  destroy  the  objects 
of  the  statute  and  the  purpose  of  the  Society  for  the 
Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals.     It  has.  been  shown 
that  the  agents  of  that  society  have  power  to  arrest, 
without  warrant,  offenders  against  the  provisions  of 
the  act  where  the  offense  is  committed  in  the  presence 
of  the  person  making  the  arrest.     I  can  make  no  order 
restraining  the  arrests  generally  ;    because  a  proper 
cause  for  making  them  may  arise.     The  plaintiffs  urge 
that  inasmuch,  as  they  allege,  and  the  defendants  do  not 
deny,   that  their  horses  always  leave  the  plaintiffs' 
stables  in  good  condition,  and  that  all  the  plaintiffs' 
horses  are  now  sound  and  able  and  lit  to  work,  the 
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defendants  should  be  enjoined  from  any  arrests  of  the 
driver  from  this  time.  It  is  an  answer  to  that  applica- 
tion to  say,  that  in  the  nature  of  things  there  is  no 
certainty  that  such  a  state  of  facts  will  continue,  for  it 
is  not  incapable  of  change  from  day  to  day  ;  and  so  far 
as  the  condition  of  the  horses,  their  proper  treatment, 
and  relative  ability  to  work  is  concerned,  they  are  all 
questions  dependent  upon  professional  opinions  and 
are  subjects  upon  which  the  greatest  difference  of 
opinion  may  exist.  I  have  indicated  what  I  deem  to 
be  the  principles  for  guidance  in  determining  whether 
offenses  are  committed  against  the  statute  or  not,  as  mat- 
ter involved  in  the  construction  of  the  statute.  The  en- 
forcement of  the  law  is  largely  committed  to  the  de- 
fendants, and  their  serviceable  work  cannot  be  stopped. 
The  injunction  prayed  for  as  to  the  arrests  of  the 
drivers  or  employees  of  the  plaintiffs  must  therefore  be 
denied. 

As  to  the  other  branch  of  the  relief  asked,  viz :  an 
order  restraining  the  defendants  from  interfering  with 
the  property  of  plaintiffs,  an  order  to  that  effect  should 
be  granted.  No  authority  is  given  to  defendant  or  its 
agents  to  stop  the  stages  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose 
of  examining  the  horses  to  discover  in  what  condition 
they  are,  or  whether  any  offense  is  being  committed  in 
driving  them,  nor  for  any  purpose  except  to  arrest  the 
drivers  where  it  is  perfectly  clear  and  plain  that  he  is 
guilty  of  a  patent  violation  of  the  law.  Neither  have 
defendants  or  its  agents  any  authority  to  take  charge 
of  the  horses  or  vehicles  in  any  case,  or  to  send  them 
to  the  stables,  or  to  assume  any  authority  or  control 
over  them,  or  to  interfere  between  the  driver  and  his 
passengers,  or  to  require  any  fares  to  be  paid  back,  or  to 
do  any  of  the  acts  of  a  similar  nature  charged  in  plain- 
tiffs' papers ;  the  power  of  defendants'  agents  being 
wholly  confined  to  the  making  of  arrests,  and  extending 
no  further. 
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An  order  may  be  settled,  on  notice  of  two  days  by 
either  party 


H.  Motion  for  an  attachment  against  Henry  Bergh 
^^t  alleged  contempt  and  violation  of  the  order  entered 
^^  above  directed.  The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion 
'•^Uowing. 

C.  F.  WetmorCj  for  the  motion. 

ERyridge  T.  Oerry^  opposed. 

J.  P.  Daly,  J. — ^The  contempt  alleged  is  the  viola- 
tion by  Mr.  Bergh  of  the  injunction  order  of  the  court 
made  in  this  action  January  15,  1873.  By  that  order 
Mr.  Bergh  and  the  defendants  were  enjoined  from  stop- 
ping plaintiff's  stages  and  arresting  drivers,  except  for 
a  plain  and  patent  violation  of  section  1  of  the  act  of 
1867,  chapter  375,  for  the  prevention  of  cruelty  to  ani- 
mals. On  April  7, 1873,  Mr.  Bergh  stopped  a  stage  of 
plaintiff's  line  in  Broadway  and  arrested  the  driver. 
One  of  the  horses  attached  to  the  stage  was  lame,  cov- 
ered with  perspiration,  with  a  scratch  or  soreness  on 
the  leg.  A  veterinary  surgeon,  who  was  present  when 
the  arrest  was  made,  testifies  that  the  horse  was  suffer- 
ing pain,  and  limped  badly,  and  was  not  in  a  condition 
to  work.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  shown  that  the 
horse  was  fit  to  drive  the  next  day,  and  has  been  driven 
ever  since.  There  was  no  dispute  as  to  the  lameness 
of  the  horse  when  the  arrest  was  made.  The  horse  was 
not  being  driven  for  exercise,  because  it  was  drawing  the 
stage  with  ])assengers,  in  the  regular  course  of  plaintiff 's 
business.  Whether  that  work  was  beneficial  as  exer- 
cise is  not  a  question  to  be  determined  here.  It  appears 
that,  as  matter  of  judgment  of  experts,  the  horse  was 
suffering  when  the  arrest  was  made.     The  stopping  of 
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the  stage  was  to  make  the  arrest,  there  being  in  the 
sound  .judgment  of  Mr.  Bergh  and  others,  experts, 
ground  for  believing  an  offense  to  be  committed  under 
the  act  in  question.  The  driver  was  imprisoned  and 
tried  at  the  special  sessions,  but  acquitted,  the  judges 
having  doubt  of  his  guilt;  and  he  was  required  to  pro- 
duce evidence  in  his  defense,  the  prosecution  making 
out,  in  the  judgment  of  that  court,  a  prima  fade  case. 
Whether  the  arrest  was  proper  or  not  is  not  altogether 
the  question  to  be  considered  now,  the  driver  having 
his  remedy  in  a  court  of  law  for  damages,  and  the 
plaintiffs  having  their  action  of  trespass.  The  point  is, 
whether  Mr.  Bergh  has  been  guilty  of  a  willful  viola- 
tion of  the  order  of  injunction  made  by  this  court.  I 
think  the  evidence  on  this  motion  shows  that  he  has 
not.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  agents  of  the 
Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals  are 
charged  by  law  with  the  execution  of  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1867.  They  cannot,  therefore,  be  punished 
in  this  summary  manner,  unlees  the  proofs  show  that, 
in  a  case  where  there  is  no  doubt  that  no  offense  was 
committed,  they  nevertheless  interfered  with  the  plain- 
tiffs' franchise  to  make  the  arrest.  Where  they  have 
on  conceded  facts  clear  evidence  on  which  to  base  a 
sound  judgment  that  the  offense  is  committed,  they 
will  not  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs must  be  left  to  their  legal  remedy. 


Dennis  Christie,  the  driver  mentioned  in  the  last 
preceding  case,  sued  Henry  Bergh,  in  the  marine 
court,  for  false  imprisonment,  and  obtained  an  order 
of  arrest  against  his  person.  Bergh  moved  to  vacate. 
The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Elbridge  T.  Oerry^  for  the  motion. 

C.  F.  Wetmore^  opposed. 
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Shea,  C.  J. — This  is  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of 
arrecjt.  It  has  been  heard  upon  the  complaint  and 
npon  affidavits  read  by  each  party  in  his  own  behalf 
respectively. 

The  decisive  point  of  contention  upon  the  argument 
of  this  motion  relates  to  the  legality  of  the  power  ex- 
ercised by  the  defendant  to  arrest,  or  cause  the  arrest 
of,  certain  offenders  charged  with  misdemeanors,  and 
to  do  so  without  written  warrant.  This  was  conceded 
on  the  argument  by  both  counsel ;  and  it  is,  therefore, 
important,  and  perhaps  controlling,  that  the  scope  of 
this  action  itself  is  limited  by  the  contention  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  wrong  complained  of  was 
false  imprisonment  and  not  malicious  prosecution. 
Unless  there  has  been  an  unauthorized  arrest  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained. 

The  objection  was  not  suggested  upon  the  hearing, 
that  where  the  action  is  founded  upon  averments  of 
wrong  and  not  upon  contract,  the  merits  of  the  case 
cannot  be  tried  upon  a  motion  to  discharge  the  order 
of  arrest,  but  should  be  tried  as  of  the  issues  in  the 
action;  and,  undoubtedly,  this  must  have  been  left 
unsuggested  as  an  objection  herein,  because  the  motion 
really  goes  to  the  veiy  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  to  the  fact  and  circumstances  of  the  arrest. 
Such  cause  of  action  is  generally  not  to  be  decided  by 
a  hearing  upon  affidavits ;  yet  where,  as  here,  the  form 
and  gist  of  the  action  is  conceded  by  each  party,  the 
fact  is  sufficiently  presented  for  a  court  to  adjudge 
whether  the  right  of  action,  as  it  exists  by  the  aver- 
ments in  the  complaint  and  this  concession  on  the 
hearing,  can  be  maintained. 

Before  the  mere  forms  of  action  were  abolished  by 
the  Code  of  Procedure,  the  present  would  liave  been  in 
form  an  action  of  trespass.  Malicious  prosecution 
would  have  taken  the  form  of  an  action  on  the  case. 
While  the  forms  of  action  are  abolished,  still  they  serve 
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as  very  accurate  and  intelligible  guides  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  strictly  legal  merits  of  such  a  law 
question  as  is  now  under  advisement.  A  case  of  njali- 
cious  prosecution  can  be  maintained  where,  without 
probable  cause,  and  with  malice,  the  law  is  used 
wrongfully  to  restrain  by  its  process  the  liberty  of 
another  person  ;  the  gist  of  such  an  action  is  the  want 
of  probable  cause  and  the  existence  of  malice.  But 
false  imprisonment  is,  where  the  restraint  of  personal 
liberty  is  utterly  without  warrant  or  prescription  of  law  ; 
without  "due  process  of  law,"  as  it  is  most  usually 
expressed :  the  gist  of  such  an  action  is  the  unlawful 
taking  of  the  person  into  custody.  In  the  first  *Hhe 
question  always  turns  upon  this,  Was  the  arrest  bona 
fldet  Was  the  act  done  fairly  and  in  pursuit  of  an 
offender,  or  by  design,  malice  or  ill-will !  .  .  .  Many 
an  innocent  man  has  and  may  be  taken  up  upon  sus- 
picion;  but  the  mischief  and  inconvenience  to  the 
public  in  this  point  of  view  is  comparatively  nothing ; 
it  is  of  great  consequence  to  the  police  of  the  country  " 
(Lord  Mantsfield,  in  Led  with  v.  Catchpole,  CaldecoWs 
CaseSj  291).  In  the  second,  the  power  to  make  the 
arrest  at  all,  is  denied. 

The  single  question  now  before  me  for  consideration, 
therefore,  is :  Had  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the 
arrest  of  plaintiff,  power  given  to  him,  by  competent 
lawful  authority  and  in  an  official  capacity,  to  place 
the  plaintiff  under  such  an  arrest  and  detention  ? 

These  are  the  facts :  The  plaintiff  is  a  driver  of  a 
public  stage,  and  on  April  7,  1873,  while  he  was  en- 
gaged in  his  business  as  driver,  the  defendant  called  a 
policeman  to  him,  and,  in  a  public  street  in  this  city, 
directed  that  officer  to  take  the  plaintiff  immediately 
and  without  further  or  other  warrant  into  custody ; 
charging  that  the  driver  was  then  in  the  act  of  over- 
driving a  horse  which  appeared  at  that  time  to  be 
incapable  of  doing  the  work  imposed,  and  that  this 
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overdriving  was  in  such  a  manner  as  to  incur  the 
offense  of  cruelty  to  the  animal,  and  was  within  the 
act  for  the  prevention  of  those  offenses.  The  plaintiff 
was  then  taken  by  that  officer  before  a  committing 
magistrate  at  the  Jefferson  Market  police  court ;  was 
there,  on  a  ch^irge  lodged  by  defendant  himself,  com- 
mited  by  the  magistrate  to  answer  for  driving  a  horse 
attached  to  an  omnibus,  the  horse  then  being  in  a  com- 
pletely lame  condition  {Laws  of  1867,  ch.  375,  §  1). 

The  case  was  then  tried  at  the  special  sessions. 
After  many  witnesses  had  been  examined  on  the  part 
of  the  people  and  of  the  accused,  the  defendant  being 
one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  the  plaintiff 
was  acquitted  of  the  charge.  By  the  affidavits  read  by 
the  plaintiff  on  this  motion  he  denies  that  he  was  guilty 
of  any  cruelty  to  the  horse,  and  denies  that  the  horse 
was  lame  or  unfit  for  the  work  ;  and  other  evidence 
was  read  tending  to  prove  the  truth  of  these  denials. 
The  defendant  justifies  his  own  action  on  that  occasion 
by  several  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York,  espec- 
ially one  entitled  "An  act  better  to  prevent  cruelty  to 
animals,"  passed  April  19, 1866 ;  another,  entitled  **  An 
act  for  the  effectual  prevention  of  cruelty  to  animals," 
passed  April  12,  1867;  and  the  duty  and  power  con- 
ferred upon  ''The  -American  Society  for  the  Preven- 
tion of  Cruelty  to  Animals"  {Laws  of  1866,  ch.  469, 
passed  April  10,  1868),  its  members  and  agents;  of 
which  society  the  defendant  is  now,  and  was  at  the 
time  of  that  arrest,  the  president ;  and  he  insists  that, 
in  directing  the  officer  to  take  the  plaintiff  into  custody 
and  in  making  the  charge  upon  which  he  was  sub- 
sequently tried,  the  defendant  was  acting  in  the  per- 
formance of  duty  and  within  the  limits  of  his  official 
powers.  The  act  complained  of  is  thus  confessed  to 
have  been  by  the  direct  procurement  of  the  defendant. 
Had  he  authority  by  law  to  do  this  thing  and  in  the 
manner  in  which  he  directed  it  to  be  done  ? 
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The  rule  of  the  commoQ  law  is,  beyond  a  doubt, 
that  while  a  constable  has  power  to  arrest  without  war- 
rant on  the  charge  of  a  third  person  in  cases  of  felony, 
he  has  no  such  power  in  cases  of  misdemeanor  after 
the  ojffense  has  been  committed  :  "  Suppose  a  constable 
is  told  that  a  misdemeanor  has  been  committed  he  has 
no  power  to  arrest.  The  power  to  apprehend  on  sus- 
picion is  confined  to  cases  of  felony"  (Mabtijn^,  J.,  in 
Griffin  v.  Coleman,  4  N.  <&  H,^  270;,  and  this  rule  must 
be  applied  in  accordance  with  the  definitions  of  felony 
and  misdemeanor  at  common  law,  except  where  and  as 
the  statute  law  has  clearly  and  specifically  altered  that 
rule.  This  distinction  is  obviously  founded  upon  the 
difference  in  the  enormity  of  the  offenses,  and  upon 
the  policy  that  greater  expedition  might  be  necessary  to 
secure  the  offender  in  cases  of  felony  than  in  those  of 
misdemeanor.  What  power,  if  any,  has  the  defendant 
above  that  inherent  in  other  private  citizens  to  do  this 
act  complained  of?  The  offense  imputed  was  mei*ely  a 
misdemeanor;  and  therefore  the  rule  of  the  common 
law,  which  does  not  permit  such  an  arrest  by  constable 
or  private  person,  should  prevail ;  but  that  that  rule 
has  been  superseded,  in  this  very  classification  of  mis- 
demeanors, by  positive  statutes. 

The  authority  to  make  such  arrests  has  been  con- 
ferred by  statutes  upon  the  members  and  agents  of  that 
society,  and  it  is  clear  to  me  that  the  defendant,  in  pro- 
curing the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  and  in  the 
manner  stated,  was  doing  an  act  within  the  intent  of 
the  official  duty  and  power  delegated  to  him.  I  speak 
now  and  here  of  the  authority  itself — not  of  its  abuse. 

And  first,  as  to  the  public  officer.  I  find  his  power 
to  make  such  arrests  in  section  8  of  the  act  to  establish 
a  metropolitan  police  district  {Laws  of  1857,  ch.  669), 
whereby  the  members  of  the  police  force  of  the  district 
are  given  **in  every  part  of  the  State  of  New  York,  all 
the  common  law  and  statutory  powers  of  constables, 
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except  for  the  service  of  civil  process;"  and  in  the 
amendatory  act  {Laws  of  1860,  ch.  256),  declaring  in 
section  28  that  the  members  of  the  police  force  "shall 
possess  in  every  part  of  the  State  all  the  common 
law  and  statutory  powers  of  constables,  except  for 
the  service  of  civil  process"  (see  also  Laws  of  1870,  ch. 
137,  §§  66,  57,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1870,  ch. 
383,  §23).  Judge  Woodbuff,  in  Burns  v.  Erben,  40 
N.  r.,  463,  after  remarking  that  the  appeal  in  that  case 
had  been  taken  upon  a  misapprehension  of  the  con- 
struction and  effect  of  the  statutes  conferring  power 
upon  the  policeman,  continues,  ''I  think  the  power 
perfectly  clear,  and  I  notice  that  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  board  of  police  are  in  conformity  there- 
with, and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  the 
arrested  person  immediately  before  the  police  court," 
&c.  To  be  sure,  the  particular  charge  in  that  case  was 
of  felony,  but  the  court  were  discussing  the  subject  of 
arrest  without  warrant  in  its  general  reason  and  ne- 
cessity. 

And,  second,  as  to  the  power  of  the  defendant 
officially,  as  an  agent  of  the  society,  and  in  like  cases 
as  that  under  consideration,  to  direct  and  participate 
in  arrests  for  those  offenses.  This  power  is  to  be  found 
in  the  Laws  of  1867,  ch.  375,  §  8:  ''Any  agent  of  the 
American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  to 
Animals,  upon  being  designated  thereto  by  the  sheriff 
of  any  county  in  this  State,  may,  within  such  county, 
make  arrests  and  bring  before  any  court  or  magistrate 
thereof  having  jurisdiction,  offenders  found  violating 
the  provisions  ol  this  act,"  &c.  And  then,  in  conjunc- 
tion with  thu  sections  concerning  the  police  whicii  I  have 
referred  to,  is  to  be  read  that  which,  in  a  compendious 
manner,  declares  the  relative  duties  of  the  police  and 
the  members  and  agents  of  tlie  society  in  these  pro- 
ceedings :  *'The  police  force  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
as  well  as  of  all  other  places  where  police  organiza- 
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tions  exist,  shall,  as  occasion  may  require,  aid  the 
society,  its  members  or  agents,  in  the  enforcement  of  all 
laws  which  are  now  or  may  hereafter  be  enacted  for 
the  protection  of  dumb  animals"  (see  the  charter  of  the 
society,  Laws  0/I866,  ch.  469,  §  7). 

These  several  statutes  have  effectively  superseded 
the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  have  enabled  the 
society,  directly  by  its  members  and  agents,  or  in- 
directly through  the  aid  of  police,  to  make  such  arrests. 

The  police  are  directed  to  act  ''in  aid"  of  the  exe- 
cution of  original  authority  and  "as  occasion  may 
require."  The  occasion  which  may  require  the  inter- 
vention of  the  police  force  would  be  merely  to  preserve 
the  public  peace,  and  secure  the  prisoner  (Derecourt 
V.  Corbishery,  5  EUis  &  -S.,  192 ;  Campbell,  Ch.  J. 
and  Earle,  J.). 

This  power  to  arrest  offenders  chargeable  with  mis- 
demeanor merely,  and  without  a  warrant,  is  not  ex- 
ceptional in  our  statutory  law.  It  is  conferred  upon 
the  officers  of  the  metropolitan  police :  "  The  several 
members  of  the  police  force  shall  have  power  and  au- 
thority to  immediately  arrest  without  warrant,  and  to 
take  into  custody,  any  person  who  shall  commit,  or 
threaten  or  attempt  to  commit,  in  the  presence  of  such 
member,  or  within  his  view,  any  breach  of  the  peace 
or  offense  directly  prohibited  by  act  of  the  legislature 
or  by  any  ordinance  of  the  city,  town  or  village  within 
which  the  offense  is  committed,  threatened  or  at- 
tempted; ....  immediately  upon  such  arrest, 
convey  in  person  such  offender  before  a  magistrate  ol 
the  city,  village  or  town  where  the  arrest  is  made  that 
he  may  be  dealt  with  according  to  law"  {Laws  of 
1864,  ch.  403,  §  30)  ;  and  in  certain  cases  upon  the 
capital  police  force  {Laws  of  1865,  ch.  554,  §  25) ;  and 
also,  upon  officers  of  the  Niagara  frontier  police  {Laws 
of  1866,  ch.  484,  §  23) ;  and  in  other  instances  this 
special  power  was  re-enacted.    But  where  the  arrest  is 
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made  without  a  warrant  the  officer  or  person  making 

the  arrest  must  '*  immediately  and  without  delay"  take 

the  prisoner  before  a  magistrate  that  he  may  take  such 

proof  as  may  be  offered  ;  or,  if  circumstances  require, 

hold  the  prisoner  for  further  examination  (Schmeider  v. 

McLane,  4  Abb.  CI.  App.  Dec,  154 ;  S.  C,  3  Keyes,  568). 

The  power  to  make  the  arrest  being  clear,  then  the 

gist,  the  essential  prerequisite,  of  an  action  for  a  false 

imprisonment,  is  not  presentable  in  this  case,  and  this 

canse  of  action  cannot  be  maintained.     The  action  is 

brought  upon  a  denial  of  the  power  to  arrest ;  the  law 

itself  is  the  sufficient  answer  to  this  denial. 

There  is  nothing  averred  as  to  there  being  any  un- 
reasonable or  abusive  exercise  of  the  power.    An  ac- 
tion founded  on  that  averment  could  be  maintained  in 
Ia-x?v.    The  distinction  between  the  existence  of  a  power 
ai=i.<i  the  unreasonable  and  oppressive  use  of  the  power, 
skxcDtdd  be  too  obvious  to  require  me  to  do  more  than 
so^^gest  it.    It  is  elementary  in  its  nature,  and  can  be 
ill  ustrated  by  a  reference  to  many  reported  cases.    An 
ii^  stance  is  where  a  constable  executed  a  warrant  in  an 
oi> pressive  manner,  and  with  the  avowed  design  to  vex 
aod harass  the  debtor;  '^  for  where  the  oppression  and 
m.alice  are  charged  as  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  are 
clearly  made  out,  the  action  on  the  case  wiU  lie.     If  he 
be  charged  with  a  malicious  and  oppressive  proceeding, 
tile  proper  remedy  for  the  abuse  of  power  is  a  special 
action  on  the  case,  in  which  the  malice  and  the  oppres- 
sion must  both  be  made  manifest "  (Rogers  v.  Brewster, 
6  Johns.,  126,  and  cases  there  cited).     The  principle  is 
stated  to  be  "that  where  it  could  be  shown  that  one 
man  had  causelessly  and  maliciously  exercised  over  an- 
other, to  his  damage,  pow(TS  incident  to  his  situation 
^f  superior,  a  special  action  on  the  case  *'  can  be  main- 
tained.   Because  this  would  not  be  the  performance  of 
^^^y,  but  the  indulgence  of  maliciousness.    Perhaps 
as  pertinent  as  this  is  the  case  against  a  collector,  wLeru 
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the  libel  was  dismissed,  and  wherein  it  was  held  that 
he  was  not  a  trespasser,  but  liable  only  for  an  abuse  of 
authority  (Van  Brunt  p.  Scheiick,  13  Johns. ^  415).  In 
these  and  like  cases  the  conduct  of  the  ministerial 
officer  was  in  the  original  taking  lawful — ^that  is,  in  the 
original  capture  and  detention  of  the  prisoner  the  act 
had  the  form  of  law,  was  within  the  province  of  power, 
and,  in  the  performance,  formally,  of  official  duty.  The 
airest  being  made  within  the  jurisdiction  thus  conferred, 
all  intendment  and  presumption  of  law  must  be  in 
favor  of  its  reasonable,  orderly  and  just  administration 
in  this  instance.  Public  policy  demands  that  a  public 
agent  of  the  law  shall  be  presumed,  until  the  contraiy 
clearly  and  strongly  appears  by  competent  proof,  to 
have  been  acting  within  a  power  which  for  public  pur- 
poses has  been  conferred  upon  him.  Yet  the  law  will 
not,  in  its  executive  capacity,  work  unnecessarily  a 
wrong ;  for,  on  the  other  hand,  as  we  have  also  seen, 
if  an  individual,  under  color  of  the  law,  does  an  illegal 
act,  or  if  he  abuses  the  process  of  the  law  to  make  it 
an  instrument  of  oppression  or  extortion,  this  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  law,  by  the  commission  of  which  liability 
will  be  incurred.  Any  other  construction  would  de- 
feat the  efficacy  and  operation  of  these  remedial  laws, 
while  this,  which  the  reason  aad  object  of  them  force 
upon  my  acceptance,  gives  full  effect  and  protection  to 
the  relative  and  reciprocal  rights  of  the  individual  and 
of  the  public. 

The  suggestion  of  counsel  at  the  hearing,  that  the 
decision  of  this  question  is  important,  in  cases  fre- 
quently arising  now  under  these  statutes,  has  led  me 
into  this  exposition  of  the  law.  I  have  done  so  in  the 
hope  that  the  relative  duties  and  rights  ui  the  society, 
'Mts  members  and  agents,"  and  those  of  others  of  the 
public  at  large,  may  be  better  uudei  stood  than  they 
seem  to  be,  and  enforced,  and  intelligently  obeyed — 
that  factious  resistance  to  the  law  itself  may  be  dimiu- 
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ished,  and  any  oppressive  or  vexations  administration 
of  its  provisions  restrained.  It  is  not  correct  to  assert 
that  the  policy  of  this  kind  of  legislation,  especially 
that  which  has  for  its  purpose  the  prevention  of  crnelty 
to  brutes,  is  a  regulation  of  the  dominion  of  the  private 
citizen  over  his  own  private  property  merely.  It  truly 
has  its  origin  in  the  intent  to  save  a  just  standard  of 
humane  feeling  from  being  debased  by  pernicions 
effects  of  bad  example — the  human  heart  from  being 
hardened  by  public  and  frequent  exhibitions  of  cruelty 
to  dumb  creatures,  committed  to  the  care  and  which 
Were  created  for  the  beneficial  use  of  man. 

Hogarth,  a  great  instructor  in  the  subtle  influence 
of  example  upon  human  conduct,  points  the  moral  of, 
and  need  for,  such  laws,  in  one  of  his  many  series  of 
eloquent  sketches,  wherein  he  delineates  th(»  demor- 
alizing tendency  of  evil  example  by  tracing,  in  several 
progressive  degrees  of   crime,    the  education  of   the 
criminal  from  an  instance  of  reckless,  perhaps  tbought- 
less,  cruelty,  done  by  the  boy  to  a  domestic  nnimal  in 
the  public  street,  ending  at  length  in  an  act  of  murdiT. 
And  who  that  Has  read  of  it,  as  relat^^d  by  Roper,  can 
forget  the  conduct  of  Sir  Thomas  More,  himself  a  judge 
and  legislator,  who  esteemed  it  among  the  more  effi- 
cacious of  his  parental  duties  to  encourage  his  childi^en 
to  take  into  their  protection  some  domestic  animal  and 
foster  it  with  provident  care.     Perhaps  from  such  early 
practical  lessons  of  kindness  the  noble  filial  piety  and 
tender  character  of  his  daughter  Margaret  drew  into 
her  nature  some  of  those  virtues  which  graced  her 
life. 

It  is  to  this  persuasion  and  principle  that  we  are 
indebtv  d  for  nearly  all  laws  against  those  acts  of  man 
which  tend  to  bring  before  others  an  evil  example,  and 
which  offenses  are  described  as  being  against  public 
policy  or  economy.  Hence  obscene  prints  and  lewd- 
ness, prize  fighting,  whether  .of  dogs,  other  brutes,  or 
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men,  are,  together  with  pnblio  drunkenness,  classed  by 
elementary  law-writers  under  the  same  classification  of 
misdemeanors  as  that  of  cruelty  to  animals.  These 
constitute,  by  example,  ''a  breach  and  violation  of  the 
public  rights  and  duties,  owing  to  the  whole  community, 
considered  as  a  community,  in  its  social  aggregate 
capacity,'*  and  though  "of  consequence,  private  vices 
or  the  breach  of  mere  absolute  duties,  which  man  is 
bound  to  perform  considered  only  as  an  individual, 
are  not,  cannot  be,  the  object  of  any  municipal  law  ;'* 
yet  when  by  "  their  evil  example  or  other  pernicious 
effects  they  may  prejudice  the  community,  they  thereby 
become  a  species  of  public  crimes.  Thus  the  vice  of 
drunkenness,  if  committed  privately,  is  beyond  the 
knowledge,  and,  of  course,  beyond  the  reach  of  human 
tribunals ;  but  if  committed  publicly,  in  the  face  of  the 
world,  its  evil  example  makes  it  liable  to  temporal 
censures."  In  the  prevention  of  these  and  like  trans- 
gressions of  public  decency  and  good  order  the  com- 
munity is  deeply  interested  ;  and  it  is  safer  to  assever- 
ate that  this  legislation  relating  to  the  prevention  of 
cruelty  to  animals  is  to  protect  man  himself  rather  than 
the  brutes  named  as  its  beneficiaries  ;  for  even  the  game 
laws,  though  formed  to  preserve  the  game  for  their 
primary  object,  yet  the  ultimate  object  is,  that  the 
game  may  be  increased  and  preserved  for  the  benefit 
o€  man. 

Having  now  considered  this  case  as  fully  as  re- 
quired (perhaps  as  fully  as  desirable),  I  am  unable  to 
discover  any  legal  reason  upon  which  the  order  of 
arrest  granted  herein  can  bi*  upheld  in  law  ;  and  I  am, 
as  I  have  already  stated,  of  the  opinion  that  this  action, 
being  founded  oq  the  assumption  of  an  unauthorized 
imprisonment,  cannot  be  maintained  on  that  ground. 
Wherefore  an  ord^r  will  be  entered  vacating  that  order 
of  arrest  and  discharging  the  defendant,  Mr.  Henry 
Bergb,  from  custody. 
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HANN  against  VAN  VOORHTS. 

Bfwpreine  Courts  First  District;   Special  Temiy 

December^  1873. 

X^JTrooTiOTT. — Ckeditors'  Action. — Sueplus  op 

Trust  Fund. 

Tb.<s  sarplns  arising  upon  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  debtor  created 
^j  a  third  person,  cannot  be  reached  by  an  action  commenced  be- 
ire  such  surplus  has  actually  accumulated. 

injunction  docs  not  lie  to  restrain  the  trustees  from  expending 
Lore  than  is  necessary  for  support,  &c.,  of  the  cestui  que  truU, 

Anne  R.  Hann  brought  tliis  action  against  Barker 
Vsi.li  Voorhis,  and  Elias  W.,  and  Maria  T).  Van  Voor- 
hii, alleging  that  she  had  recovered  judgment,  and  had 
iseitied  execution  which  was  unsatisfied,  against   the 
der-:^ endant  Bvk^r ;  and  that  the  defendants  Elias  W. 
ari^  Maria  D.  were  executors  under  the  will  of  Elias 
^^  •  ^'an  Voorhis,  deceased,  and  were  trustees  for  the 
b^-nofit  of  the  defendant  Barker,  under  a  trust  to  re- 
cfti  ve  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  and  pay  a  part 
or     the  same  to  the  judgment  debtor  semi-annually. 
Stiff  alleged   that  twenty-seven  hundred  dollars  was 
Payable  thus,  in  each  year,  and  that  the  sum  of  six 
hundred  dollars  was  sufficient  for  the  reasonable  sup- 
P^i^t  and  maintenance  of  the  debtor ;  and  she  asked 
that  the  trustees  be  enjoined  from  paying  over  to  the 
debtor  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  any  part 
0^  his  income  except  said  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars ; 
^^d  that  the  residue  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
P^aintiflTs  judgment.     At  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ittentof  the  action  there  was  no  surplus  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees. 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunction  pending  the 
action. 
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Towiisend  <&  Weedy  for  the  motion. 

George  W.  Stevens^  opposed  ;  —  Cited  LeggetC  t. 
Perkins,  2  iV^.  T.  [2  Comst\  297  ;  1  Rev.  Stat.,  728 ;  2 
Id.,  174  ;  Clut(^  V.  Pool,  S  Paige,  86  ;  1  Barh.  Oh.,  727  ; 
Stewart  v.  McMartin,  5  Barh.^  443  ;  Hallett  «.  Thomp- 
son, 5  Paige,  587  ;  Campbell  v.  Poster,  d5  N,  F.,  361. 

Bbadt,  J.— The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
sought  upon  this  motion  is  controlled  by  the  case  of 
Campbell  v.  Poster  (a5  N.  Y.,  361),  and  a  further  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  is  unnecessary.  The  consider- 
ation of  the  provisions  of  the  revised  statutes  therein 
in  referencp  to  trusts,  and  of  the  adjudged  cases,  leads 
to  the  conclusion  that  no  part  of  an  income  such  as  that 
of  the  defendant  can  be  reached  by  a  judgment  cred- 
itor, unless  it  has  accumulated  beyond  the  wants  of  the 
cestui  que  trust,  and  is  in  surplus  by  accumulation 
arising  from  the  failure  of  the  latter  to  spQpd  or  appro- 
priate, or  from  some  other  cause.  It  is  in  other  words 
only  the  surplus  beyond  the  sum  necessary  for  the 
education  and  support  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  after  it 
is  ascertained  that  it  is  not  wanted  and  has  not  been 
applied  to  his  support  as  it  became  due,  that  is  liable 
to  the  claims  of  his  creditors.  There  is  no  such  fund 
or  surplus  in  this  case. 

Motion  therefore  denied. 
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Thorn  v.  Shell. 


THORN  against  SHEIL. 

^ezo  Tori  Common  Pleas ;  Special  Term,  Feb- 

TV^ri/j  18;  3. 

^^itEcLosFEE  Sale.— Title  to  Real  Estate. -^Peo- 

BATE  OF  Will. 

P^iTchaser  of  real  estate  at  a  judicial  sale  is  entitled  to  satiafactory 
''^cord  title  ;  and  if  it  is  derived  under  a  will,  he  can  claim  that 
"^^ic  will  should  have  been  duly  admitted  to  probate ;  and  the  parties 
^i^^ting  on  his  taking  the  title  must  show  not  only  that  the  will 
^ as  been  admitted  to  probate,  but  also  that  the  surrogate  admit- 

^I'g  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator.* 

It  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Yuung  v.  Bush,  18  Abb. 
'*,  171 ;    8.  C,  28  JV.  F.,  667,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  an  executor,  who 
^^  "testamentary  trustee  of  real  property,  to  prove  the  will  in  the  juris- 
^^ition  of  the  real  property,  and  that  the  expense  of  so  doing  i^ 
^^rgeable  in  the  settlement  of  bis  accounts  of  the  personalty  in  tho 
^^e  of  principal  administration.     This  formerly  was  not  ncqessary. 
^oolittle  V.  Lewis,  7  Johns.  CA.,  45,  48.     It  should  be  noticed  in  thi9 
^Oiincction,  that  the  revised  statutes  provide  that  the  title  of  a  pur- 
chaser in  good  faith  for  value  from  the  heir,  shall  not  be  impaired  by 
^Qvise  unless  the  will  be  proved  and  recorded  as  a  will  of  real  property. 
On  the  whole,  there  seems  no  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  the  execu^ 
tors'  proving  a  will  which  affects  real  property,  as  such,  and  having  it 
effectually  so  recorded  in  all  cases,  as  a  part  of  his  function  in  scour- 
ing probate. 

In  many  of  the  States  the  efect  of  the  statutes  is  to  make  probato 
essential  to  give  effect  tu  a  devise  as  well  as  to  a  legacy,  and  to  make 
it  equally  conclusive  in  both  cases  ;  while  in  some  of  the  States,  as  ii| 
ibis  State,  the  probate  is,  at  most,  only  received  as  presumptiTe 
evidence  in  the  case  of  real  property,  and  in  some  cases  not  admissi- 
bie  at  all. 

The  changes  in  the  law  made  by  and  since  the  enactment  of  the 
revised  statutes  have  done  much  toward  obliterating  the  distinctions 
formerly  observed  between  the  two  classes  of  wills. 

Before  the  revised  statutes,  the  proof  of  wills  of  real  property 
was  made  by  a  proceeding  in  the  supreme  court,  or  in  the  common 
pleas  of  the  county,  while  the  probate  of  wills  of  personal  property 
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Motion  to  compel  purchaser  to  complete  purchase. 
This  motion  was  made  after  judgment  and  sale  in 

was  made  in  the  surrogate's  court.  Some  of  the  distinctions  between 
the  two  classes  of  wills  which  still  appear  to  be  indicated  in  the 
language  of  the  revised  statutes  have  been  superseded  by  subsequent 
enactments.  The  most  important  of  the  distinctions  in  respect  to 
probate  were  the  following : 

1.  The  rule  that  a  foreign  will  may  be  admitted  to  probate,  al- 
though its  execution  did  not  conform  to  the  law  of  this  State,  was  con- 
fined to  wills  of  personal  property.     Compare  X.  1864,  c.  811. 

2.  The  mode  of  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  some 
of  the  details  of  the  procedure  in  the  proot^  as  these  matters  were 
originally  regulated  by  the  revised  statutes,  differed  according  as 
tiic  will  was  of  real  or  personal  property.  Otherwise  by  Z.  1887,  c 
460,  S§  »-18. 

3.  A  more  important  distinction  concerns  the  function  of  the  surro- 
gate in  taking  proofs.  In  the  case  of  a  will  of  real  property,  if  he 
finds  that  the  will  was  well  executed,  and  the  testator  competent,  and 
not  under  restraint,  the  surrogate  records  the  will  with  the  proofs, 
and  this  record  is  made  evidence  simply  in  place  of  the  original  will ; 
that  is  to  say,  as  a  record  of  a  deed  is  evidence  in  lieu  of  the  origi- 
nal. In  the  case  of  wills  of  personal  property,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  probate  is  a  conclusiye  adjudication  on  the  validity  of  its  execu- 
tion. In  certain  cases  of  the  absence,  death,  &c  ,  of  all  the  subscrib- 
ing  witnesses  to  a  will  of  real  property,  the  effect  of  the  probate  is 
still  more  restricted  ;  and  the  record  may  be  received  in  evideiioe 
only  after  it  has  first  been  proved  that  the  lands  in  question  have 
been  uninterruptedly  held  under  the  will  for  twenty  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action  (2  Esv,  8tat.^  59,  §18.) 

4.  The  revised  statutes  also  contemplated  a  separate  record  for  the 
two  classes  of  wills,  and  to  some  extent  a  different  jurisdiction;  and 
where  a  will  embraced  both,  it  needed  to  be  twice  recorded.  Bat 
this  requisite  was  dispensed  with  by  the  act  of  1837. 

5.  The  revised  statutes  introduced  a  provision  that  the  probate  of 
a  will  affecting  personal  property  might  be  revoked  on  allegations 
filed  within  a  year  after  probate,  thus  giving  an  opportunity  to  review 
the  conclusive  adjudication  as  to  personal  property,  a  privilege  which 
the  heir  always  had,  by  action,  in  cases  of  wills  of  real  property. 

6.  The  issue  of  letters  upon  a  will  was  contemplated  only  in  the 
case  of  wills  affecting  personid  property.  Wills  of  real  property 
exclusively  were  not  provided  for  in  this  respect.  They  must  now  be 
issued  in  any  case,  before  the  sale  of  the  realty*  to  pay  debts. 
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an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  brought  by  William 
K.  Thorn  against  Lawrence  Shell  and  Lncy,  his  wife, 
to  compel  John  Hanken  and  another,  who  had  bid  in 
the  property  at  the  foreclosure  sale,  to  complete  their 
purchase. 

The  fee  of  the  premises  in  question,  subject  to  the 
mortgage  forclosed,  became  vested  in  Michael  McCaf- 
fry,  in  May,  1864.  Michael  McCaffry  died  seized  in 
September,  1871,  at  this  city,  unmarried,  leaving  a  last 
will  and  testament,  by  which  ''after  all  his  lawful 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  were  fully  paid  and  dis- 
charged," he  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  niece  Lucy 
Shields,  wife  of  Lawrence  Shields,  all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal. 
Tht?  testator  left  him  surviving,  among  his  heirs  at  law, 
his  brother  Phillip  McCaflfry  and  his  nephew  James 
Fay.  Before  probate  of  the  will,  and  in  November, 
1871,  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  this  action  of  fore- 
t-lo&ure  against  Lawrence  SJieil  and  Lucy  SAeily  his 
wiff,  and  others,  as  heirs  at  law  of  Michael  McCaffry, 
bnt  snbsequt  ntly,  in  June,  1872,  on  the  assumed  pro- 
bate of  the  will,  discontinued  the  action  as  to  all  the  de- 
fendants, except  Lawrence  Shell  and  Lucy  Shell.  The 
other  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  case 
relating  to  the  probate  of  the  wiU  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  Corbettj  for  the  motion. 
F.  B.  Chedsey^  opposed. 

Robinson,  J.  [After  stating  facts.]— The  name  of 
Sheil,  as  contained  in  the  foreclosure  proceeding,  is  dif- 
ferent from  Shields y  the  name  of  the  devisee  and  hus- 
band, but  if  the  true  parties  were  those  that  were 
seiired,  an  amendment  might  be  made  in  this  respect ; 
but  until  so  amended  the  objection  must  prevail  for 
such  varianoe. 
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Assuming  that  this  error  is  the  subject  of  amend- 
ment, the  title  wliich  the  purchaser  on  the  foreclosure 
sale  is  required  to  accept,  depends  on  that  which  was 
possessed  by  Lawrence  Shiehls  and  wife,  under  the  de- 
vise to  the  latter  in  the  will  of  her  uncle. 

The  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  is  entitled  to  a  satis- 
factory record  title. 

Wlien  derived  through  or  under  a  will  of  real  estate, 
he  can  claim  that  it  should  at  least  have  been  duly  es- 
tablished as  a  will  of  real  estate,  by  the  decree  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  which  will  afford  bim 
at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  validity,  enabling 
him  to  maintain  his  title. 

A  will  of  real  estate,  if  duly  proved  before  a  surro- 
gate having  competent  jurisdiction,  at  most  constitutes 
such  prima  facie  evidence,  liable  to  be  repelled  by 
contrary  proof  (1  Hev.  Stat.y  58,  §  15  ;  Staring r.  Bowen, 
6  Barh.,  109;  Nichols  v.  Romaine,  3  Ahh.  Pr.,  124) ; 
and  until  the  proofs  and  examinations  taken  by  the 
surrogate  shall  be  recorded,  the  record  signed  and  cer- 
tified by  him,  and  his  certificate  under  seal  indorsed 
on  the  will,  it  does  not  become  evidence  (Vanderpool  n. 
Van  Nallenby,  6  iV^.  7.  [6  Seld\  198).  Until  such 
record  is  made  of  the  proofs  and  will,  the  purchaser  is 
in  no  condition  to  entertain  any  reliance  on  his  title. 
Ill  this  case  there  has  been  no  such  record  made  of  the 
proof  and  establishment  of  the  will,  but  it  simply  ap- 
pears that  the  surrogate,  after  taking  such  proofs  of 
its  execution  as  were  offered,  indorsed  on  the  papers 
the  words  and  figures  '*  Admitted  September  12, 1872.'' 

His  authority  to  act  was,  however,  dependent  upon 
his  having  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  heirs  at  law  of 
the  testator  whose  title  by  inheritance  was  cut  off  by  the 
will. 

I  can  discover  upon  the  papers  presented  no  defect 
in  this  respect,  except  as  to  Philip  McCaffry  and  James 
Pay.     The  only  evidence  upon  which  the  surrogate  ap- 
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pears  to  have  acted  as  against  them  was  that  contained 
Id  Lucy  Shield's  petition  and  upon  proof  of  pub- 
lication in  the  State  paper  for  six  weeks  previous  to 
the  day  appointed  for  taking  the  proof  (3  Hev.  Slat.y 
6ed.,  146,  §  53,  subd.  3),  and  tliere  was  an  entire  ab- 
sence of  any  proof  that  they  did  not  reside  within  this 
State  or  that  any  efforts  had  been  made  to  ascertain  the 
places  of  their  residences,  or  that  they  ''could  not  be 
ascertained  ;'*  the  petition  merely  showed  their  resi- 
dences were  "  unknown.''  Upon  such  absence  of  proof 
of  the  facts  required  by  the  statute  to  authorize  the  sur- 
rogate to  act  as  against  them,  the  proceedings  had  for 
proof  of  the  will  were  void  as  against  them  for  want  of 
jurisdiction.  The  statutes  conferring  jurisdiction  are 
to  be  strictly  construed  (Cook  t.  Parren,  34  Barb.,  96 ; 
Wortmann  v.  Wortman,  17  Abb.  Pr.,  66;  Hyatt  v. 
Waywright,  18  How.  Pr.,  248;  1  Wait  Pr.,  530,  and 
casos  cited).* 

I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  examine  other  ob- 
jections made  by  the  purchaser,  as  under  these  consid- 
erations, he  is  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  his  pur- 
chase and  to  have  the  moneys  paid  Ihereon,  and  his 
expenses  of  examining  the  title,  refunded. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  this  motion. 

*  Compare  Farley  v.  McConncU,  52  N.  T.,  630. 
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WILMERDINGS  agaiTist  FOWLER. 
Court  of  Appeals ;  Septemher  and  NoneTober^  1878. 

Modiiytng  14  ANf.  Pr,  N,  A,  M0. 

Appeal.  —  Attoris'ey   and    Clieistt.  —  Payment.  — 
Rb-aegument. — Supplementary  Pbooebdings. 

ni>on  appeal  from  an  order,  the  court  of  appeals  are  not  precluded 
from  passing  on  the  facts,  even  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting. 

After  the  remittitur  from  the  court  of  appeals  has  been  filed  in  the 
court  below,  and  the  usual  order  entered  thereon,  it  must  be  re- 
turned, by  the  direction  of  the  lower  court,  before  the  court  of 
appeals  can  grant  a  reargument  of  the  appeal.  *** 

An  attorney  endeavoring  to  enforce  payment  of  his  client's  judgment, 
from  a  third  person,  who  holds  a  fund  which  is  claimed  by  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  may  be  deemed  as  acting  adversely  to  such  third 
person ;  and  is  not  necessarily  chargeable  with  fraud  merely  because 
he  obtains  payment  by  order  of  the  court,  while  omitting  to  disclose 
to  the  court  the  existence  of  a  rival  claim  to  the  same  fund,  made 
by  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings. 

In  such  a  case,  where  the  facts  relied  on  by  the  court  below  as  estab- 
lishing fraud  were  not  clearly  made  out  by  the  evidence,  which  was 
documentary,  this  court  reversed  the  order,  and  directed  further 
proceedings  to  be  taken  below. 

T.  September^  1873. 

N.  Hill  Fowler  applied  to  the  court  for  a  rearga- 
ment  of  the  appeal  in  this  case,  the  decision  of  which 
was  reported  14  Arde^  249.  His  application  was  based 
on  the  allegation  that  the  decision  in  the  court  below 
and  in  this  court  was  based  on  a  misapprehension  or 
mistake  of  facts  in  the  following  respects : 

1.  That  it  appeared  by  the  papers  that  Fowler  had 
no  interest  in  the  judgment  he  collected,  but  acted 
solely  as  attorney  for  Bamberger ;  and  that  he  paid 
over  the  net  proceeds  to  Bamberger. 

*  See  Cushman  9.  Hatfield,  in  this  volume. 
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2.  That  upon  the  face  of  the  papers  it  appeared 
that  Fowler  was  justified  in  believing  Rice's  claim 
fraudulent.  That  Wilmerdings'  deposition  was  not 
ex-parte^  but  the  judgment  debtor  had  notice  of  the 
proceeding.  And  that  Fowler  was  acting  adversely  to 
Wilmerdings  &  Mount,  and  he  owed  no  professional 
duty  to  them. 

And  that  the  decision  against  the  applicant  was 
made  on  the  erroneous  assumption  to  the  contrary,  on 
these  points. 

In  opposition  to  the  motion,  it  was  suggested  that 
the  application  was  too  late,  as  the  remittitur  had  been 
Bent  from  this  court  to  the  court  below. 

Chubch,  Ch.  J. — ^This  is  a  motion  for  reargument 
upon  an  appeal  from  an  order  requiring  Mr.  Fowler  to 
pay  to  the  applicants  a  sum  of  money  which  had 
beenpaid  to  him  by  them,  as  the  debtors  of  one 
Lowenstein,  upon  an  order  made  by  Judge  Bab- 
"NARD,  at  special  term,  which  money  had  been  after- 
wards recovered  of  them  by  one  Rice,  as  assignee  of 
Lowenstein. 

It  was  alleged,  in  substance,  that  the  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  money  was  obtained  by  the  fraudulent 
suppression  of  certain  facts  by  Fowler ;  and  both  the 
special  and  general  term  based  the  order  upon  this 
charge,  which  they  found  to  be  true.  lu  reviewing  the 
order,  this  court  adopted  the  finding  of  fact  of  the 
sjourts  below,  without  a  critical  examination  as  an 
original  question,  and  affirmed  the  order.  Although 
in  reviewing  orders  we  are  not  precluded  from  passing 
upon  the  facts,  yet  when  the  evidence  is  conflicting  and 
the  facts  may  be  found  either  way,  we  have  usually 
regarded  it  safer  to  rely  upon  the  findings  of  fact  by 
the  court  below. 

Upon  this  motion  the  defendant,  claiming  that  the 
charge  against  him  is  not  sustained,  asks  the  court  to 
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examine  it,  as  it  may  seriously  affect  his  character  as  a 
man  and  his  professional  standing. 

I  have  looked  into  the  papers,  and  after  a  carpfal 
examination  of  the  facts  feel  constrained  to  say,  that  1 
think  they  are  insufficient  to  establish  the  charge  made 
against  Mr.  Fowler  of  obtaining  the  order  from  Judge 
Barnard  by  fraud. 

The  facts  are  not  very  clearly  stated,  and  there  is 
room  for  explanations  on  both  sides,  which  would 
make  them  more  clear. 

1  am  unable  to  see  that  Mr.  Fowler  was  under  any 
professional  obligation  to  the  applicants  in  respect  to 
their  interest  in  the  matter.  On  the  contrary,  his  in- 
terest was  adverse,  as  the  attorney  in  the  judgment 
against  Lowenstein,  the  payment  of  which  he  was  en- 
deavoring to  procure.  If  this  is  so,  it  is  certainly  far 
from  clear  that  he  violated  any  duty  b}^  withholding 
from  the  judge  the  fact  that  another  person  also 
claimed  the  money. 

The  order  of  Judge  Barnard  seems  to  be  in  all 
respects  regular,  and  was  based  upon  a  personal  ex- 
amination of  Mr.  Wilmerding,  who  stated  that  his  firm 
owed  Lowenstein  the  money.  The  fact  that  Rice  had 
commenced  an  action  for  the  money  was  not  mentioned 
by  Wilmerding  himself  when  examined,  nor  was  any 
objection  made  by  the  firm  when  the  money  was  de- 
manded and  paid,  and  there  was  no  effort  made  by 
them  to  bring  the  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  court ; 
and,  for  aught  that  appears.  Fowler  supposed  that  the 
applicants,  upon  the  advice  of  their  own  counsel,  re- 
garded his  right  as  superior  to  that  of  Rice. 

It  is  intimated  rather  than  asserted,  in  the  moving 
papers,  that  Fowler,  by  some  fraudulent  representa- 
tions or  assurances,  induced  the  applicants,  or  their 
attorney,  to  believe  that  Rice  had  no  legal  claim,  ar.d  to 
pay  the  money  to  him.  The  statement  of  the  attorney 
that  he  had  frequent  conversations  with  Fowler  about 
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it,  and  that  Fowler  assured  him  that  the  applioants 
had  a  good  defense  to  ihe  action  of  Rice,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  establish  fraud.  It  is  not  shown  that  he  did 
not  believe  this  to  be  true,  nor  but  that  tlie  attorney  for 
the  applicants  knew  all  the  facts  relating  to  the  Rice 
claim  that  he  did,  nor  that  the  latter  falsely  stated  any 
fact  in  respect  to  it ;  and  from  the  facts  appearing  in  the 
papers  it  is  not  clear  that  Rice  had  the  best  claim. 

Again,  Fowler  swears  that  he  had  paid  the  money 
to  his  client  before  the  papers  for  this  motion  were 
served ;  but  it  is  claimed,  that  inasmuch  as  he  does  not 
state  to  whom  he  had  paid  the  money,  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  kept  it  himself  as  one  of  the  original 
plaintiffs  in  the  judgment,  or  as  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiffs,  upon  giving  them  credit.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  adopt  this  presumption.  The  judgment  against 
Lowenstein,  although  obtained  in  the  name  of  Fowler 
as  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  had  been  assigned  to  one  Bam- 
berger, and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  impair  his 
title.  It  has  been  suggested  that  Bamberger  is  only  the 
nominal  holder  for  the  benefit  of  Fowler,  but  there  is 
no  evidence  of  this  fact. 

If  there  was  no  fault  on  the  part  of  Fowler  in  ob- 
taining the  order,  pr  the  money  upon  it,  and  he  paid 
it  over  in  good  faith  to  his  client  before  this  motion 
was  made,  restitution  should  be  sought,  if  the  appli- 
cants are  entitled  to  it,  from  the  client  instead  of  the 
attorney. 

I  do  not  intend  to  say  that  it  is  clear  that  Fowler 
was  guiltless  of  improper  conduct,  nor  that  the  court 
was  not  warranted  in  finding  the  charge  true.  There 
are  circumstances  calculated  to  excite  suspicion,  some 
of  which  are  explained,  and  all  are  capable  of  explana- 
tion, and  tfiey  fall  short  of  satisfying  my  mind  of  the 
truth  of  the  charge.  While  perfect  good  faith  on  the 
part  of  attorneys  towards  their  own  clients  not  only,  but 
towards  the  public  in  their  professional  intercourse 
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should  be  rigidly  exacted  by  the  courts,  and  dishonest 
or  improper  practices  summarily  punished,  they  are 
entitled  nevertheless,  when  their  conduct  is  impugned, 
to  a  fair  hearing  and  to  the  benefit  of  the  application 
of  the  ordinary  rules  of  law  meted  out  to  others  under 
like  circumstances.  An  oral  examination  of  the  wit- 
nesses would  probably  have  developed  the  real  facts  of 
the  case,  which  seem  from  the  papers  to  be  somewhat 
obscure. 

In  view  of  all  the  facts,  we  might  feel  inclined  to 
hear  the  case  reargued  but  for  the  objection  that  it  is 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  by  the  filing  of 
the  remittitur,  and  entry  of  the  usual  order  thereon  in 
the  court  below.  When  that  has  been  done  regularly, 
we  have  no  further  jurisdiction  over  the  case,  not  even 
to  grant  a  motion  for  reargument.  Before  the  remit- 
titur has  been  actually  filed  we  can  control  it,  but  after 
that  and  the  entry  of  the  order  the  case,  is  beyond  our 
reach. 

I  see  no  way  to  avoid  this  objection,  unless  the 
court  below  should  see  fit  to  vacate  the  filing  and  order, 
in  which  case  perhaps  we  might  regard  it  as  though  the 
acts  had  never  been  done,  but  the  propriety  of  such  a 
course  is  entirely  discretionary  with  that  court. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  but  without  prejudioe 
and  without  costs. 


Motion  denied  on  that  ground. 


II.  Novemher^  1873. 

The  defendant  then  applied  in  the  court  below  at 
special  term  and  chambers,  upon  an  affidavit  and  a 
copy  of  this  opinion ;  and  after  hearing  counsel  for 
both  parties,  the  court  ordered  that  the  filing  of  the 
remittitur  and  the  order  of  the  supreme  court  making 


NEW  SERIES:   Vol.   XV.  91 


WilmerdiDgs  v.  Fowler. 


the  same  the  order  of  that  court,  be  vacated  and  set 
aside,  and  that  the  clerk  be  directed  to  return  the  re- 
mittitur to  the  court  of  appeals  for  its  furthi^r  action. 

This  having  been  done,  a  second  motion  for  a  re- 
argument  was  made  in  this  court. 

Amdsa  J.  ParJcer^  for  the  appellant,  in  support  of 
the  motion,  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  supplementary 
proceedings,  cW^A—Code  of  Pro.,  §§  292,  294,  297 ; 
Gibson  t>.  Haggerty,  37  N.  F.,  555  ;  Orr's  Case,  2  Abl. 
Pu  457 ;  Frederick  7).  Randall,  18  How.  Pr.,  96 ; 
Ross  V.  Clussman,  3  Sandf,,  676. 

As  to  the  payment  to  the  client, — Carpenter  t).  Bell, 
19  Alh.  Pr.,  262 ;  Gibson  x.  Haggerty  {abote) ;  3  N. 
Z,  327. 

That  the  payment  to  Fowler  was  a  complete  defense 
against  Rice's  claim  (Carpenter  v.  Bell  {above) ;  Gibson 
^.  Haggerty  {above). 

0.  Bainbridge  Smithy  opposed. 

Rapallo,  J.— The  f)apers  upon  which  the  motion 
was  heard  at  special  term  do  not  disclose  upon  what 
ground  Rice  -was  permitted  to  recover  against  Wilmer- 
dings  &  Mount.  Their  attorney  makes  aflSdavit  that 
Mr.  Fowler  assured  him  that  they  had  a  good  defense 
to  the  suit  of  Ricts  and  that  the  tacts  set  up  in  their 
answer  in  that  suit  were  furnished  by  Mr.  Fowler.  It 
is  not  alleged  that  any  of  the  information  thus  furnished 
by  him  was  untrue,  nor  is  th(3re  anything  to  show  tliat 
Mr.  Fowler  did  not  believe  that  there  was  a  good  de 
fense  to  Rice's  suit.  On  the  contmry,  the  attorney  - 
for  Wilmerings  &  Mount  obtained  from  the  attorney  of 
Rice  a  stipulation  admitting  the  facts  communicated 
hy  Fowler,  and  it  is  quite  apparent  that  both  Fowler  - 
and  the  attorney  of  Wilmerdings  and  Mount  believed 
in  the  validity  of  the  defense. 

If  the  defense  was  a  good  one,   then  Fowlei  was 
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clearly  eatitled  to  collect  the  monpy  eith:^r  under  the 
proceedings  instituted  by  him  as  attorney  for  Bam- 
berger against  Jx)wensteinj  in  January,  186B,  or  under 
the  order  of  October,  1869.  If  for  anv  reason  Wilmer- 
din^s  &  Mount  failed  to  avail  themselves  of  this  de- 
fense, Mr.  Fowler  should  not  be  prejudiced  thereby  as 
he  did  not  represent  them  in  the  suit,  and  was  not  a 
party  or  privy  thereto,  and  the  judgment  is  not  binding 
upon  him.  The  first  step  necessary  to  entitle  Wilmer- 
dings  &  Mount  to  reclaim  the  money  they  had  paid 
to  Fowler,  is  to  show  that  Rice  had  a  good  tit^e  to  it, 
and  that  it  was  not  reached  by  the  proceedings  against 
Lowenstein.  This  they  have  not  done.  It  appears 
tlmt  supplementary  proceedings  were  instituted  by 
Fowler  against  Lowenstein  in  January,  1866,  and  he 
was  then  enjoined  from  making  any  transfer  of  his 
property,  and  that  a  receiver  was  appointed  in  those 
proceedings  in  May,  1867,  who  thereupon  demanded 
of  Wilmerdings  &  Mount  the  proceeds  of  Lowenstein's 
goods  which  they  had  sold. 

Rice  claimed  under  an  assignment  of  those  goods 
made  by  Lowenstein  to  him  in  December,  1866,  and 
pending  these  supplementary  proceedings.  It  does  not 
appear  whether  Lowen^Jtein  was  or  was  not,  in  January, 
1866,  when  the  supplementary  proceedings  were  insti- 
tuted, possessed  of  the  goods  which  he  afterwards  cbn- 
signed  to  Wilmerdings  &  Mount  for  sale.  If  he  Wtas, 
his  alleged  assignment  of  his  interest  in  those  goods  to 
Rice  was  a  violation  of  the  injunction  granted  in  the 
supplementary  proceedings  and  its  validity  very  doubt- 
ful, especially  unless  shown  to  be  bona  fide.  Whether 
it  would  even  then  be  vaUd,  against  a  receiver  subse- 
quently appointed,  is  left  an  open  question  in  Beckei 
7).  Torrance,  31  N.  F.,  640;  Porter  v.  Williams,  5 
8eld.,  142 ;  Edmonston  v.  McLoud,  16  N.  7.,  643.  But 
even  the  fact  of  the  assignment  or  its  date  is  not  proven 
on  this  motion.  There  is  enough  in  the  papers  to  show 
that  the  defense  to  the  suit  of  Rice  may  have  been  a 
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good  one,  and  to  compel  the  moving  party  to  show  the 
contrary.  For  either  Fowler  or  Bamberger  was  entitled 
to  the  monpy  if  Rice  was  not,  and  as  this  proceeding  is 
to  compel  Fowler  to  pay  back  the  money,  the  onus  is 
upon  the  moving  party  to  establish  the  title  of  Rice. 

Neither  is  there  anything  to  show  that  at  the  time 
of  the  examination  of  Mr.  Wilmerding  by  Fowler  on 
December  8, 1869,  or  at  the  time  of  the  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  money  to  Fowler  made  December  14, 
1869,  or  at  the .  time  of  the  payment  of  the  money  to 
him  under  that  order.  Fowler  had  any  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  Mr.  Wilmerding  was  ignorant  of  the  suit 
brought  by  Rice  against  him  and  his  copartners,  and 
which    had   been  pending  since   May,    1867.      Such 
ignorance  is  not  to  be  presumed,  and  Mr.  Wilm^^rding 
does  not  even  make  aflBdavit  to  the  fact.     The  moving 
papers  are  very  deficient  in  these  respects. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  papers  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Fowler  are  not  sufficiently  clear  and  satisfactory  to 
justify  the  denial  of  the  motion  on  the  ground  of  the 
payment  of  the  money  to  Bamberger. 

If  Fowler  obtained  the  money  without  fraud,  though 
Wilmerdings  &  Mount  should  succeed  in  showing  that 
they  are  entitled  to  have  it  refunded,  yet  the  order 
would  not  be  made  against  Mr.  Fowler  personally  if  he 
should  show  that  he  had  collected  it  as  attorney 
merely,  and  handed  it  over  to  his  client.  But  this 
fact  should  be  clearly  shown. 

The  order  of  the  special  and  general  term  should  b^ 
reversed,  and  the  motion  reheard  at  special  term  on 
further  proof  in  support  of  the  motion,  and  in  opposi- 
tion thereto,  by  reference  or  otherwise  as  the  couit  be- 
low may  direct ;  costs  of  this  appeal  to  abide  the  event. 

A  majority  of  the  judges  concurred. 

Order  reversed,  and  proceedings  remitted  accord- 
ingly- 
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GEIS  against  LOEW. 
NeuoYork  Superior  Court;  OeneraZ  Term^  June^  1873. 

Appeal.  —Order. 

An  order  compelling  a  party  to  make  his  pleading  more  definite  and 
certain,  is  not  appealable. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Francis  J.  Geis  against 
Frederick  W.  Loew. 

Samuel  J.  Oldssey^  for  appellant 

John  M.  Scribner,  Jr.y  for  respondent 

Van  Vobst,  J.* — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order 
made  by  a  judge  at  special  term,  directing  that  the 
complaint  be  made  more  definite  and  certain,  by  stating 
in  detail  the  several  proceedings  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  or  the  common  council  or  officers  of  the 
corporation,  and  all  acts  or  proceedings  taken  by  them 
relating  to  the  imposition  of  certain  assessments  by  the 
municipal  authorities,  mentioned  in  the  complaint. 

The  action  being  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of 
the  assessments,  under  the  defendant's  covenant  to  the 
plaintift'  against  incumbrances,  it  is  objected  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  that  the  order  is  not  appeable. 

The  order  in  question  neither  involves  the  merits  of 
the  action,  nor  does  it  affect  a  substantial  right. 

By  the  merits  are  to  be  understood  the  strict  legal 
rights  of  the  parties,  as  distinguish(»d  from  mere  ques- 
tions of  practice  in  the  reformation  of  pleadings,  and 
by  a  substantial  right  is  to  be  understood  a  question 
of  right  involved  in  the  issues  (Salters  o.  Genin,  10  Abb. 
Pr.,  478 ;  S.  C,  19  How.  Pr..  233). 

*  Present,  Fbsedmak,  Cu^iris  and  Van  Yobst,  JJ. 
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This  is  simply  a  question  of  the  form  of  a  pleading, 
and  whether  or  not  it  should  set  up  with  more  detail 
certain  8X)ecial  proceedings  of  the  municipal  govern- 
ment.   It  can  in  no  manner  prejudice  either  the  plain  - 
tiff's  claim,  or  his  ultimate  right  to  recover. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held,  and  as  we  think  cor- 
i^tly,  that  orders  of  an  analogous  character  with 
regard  to  pleadings  are  not  appealable. 

Besides,  refusing  to  strike  out  matter  as  irrelevant 
ani  redundant  do  not  involve  the  merits,  and  are  not 
appealable  (Murphy  v.  Dickinson,  40  Bow.  Pr.,  66; 
Huf^lies  V.  Mercantile  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
A,  37). 

-An  order  denying  a  motion  to  strike  out  a  pleading 
as  finvolous  is  not  appealable  (Dixon  Crucible  Co.  n. 
Ne\^  York  City  Slate  Works,  57  Barb.,  447). 

-An  order  denying  a  motion  to  require  plaintiflF  to 
nials^e  his  complaint  more  definite  and  certain  is  not 
appealable  (Field  v.  Stewart,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S..  193;  S. 
C,  41  How.  Pr.^  95;  Murphy  v.  Dickinson,  supra). 

If  the  defendant  could  not  have  appealed  had  his 
motion  been  denied,  nf»  logical  reason  can  be  assigned 
why  the  plaintiff  shonld  appeal  it  is  when  granted. 

In  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us 
to  inquire  or  decide  as  to  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  was  roquir(?d  to  be  made  more  certain  by  the 
amendments  mentioned  in  the  order  appealed  from. 
Tiiis  was  decided  by  the  judge  at  special  term. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  and  the  order 
should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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KEENER  against  LEONARD. 
Supreme  Courts  First  DisL  ;  Special  Term^  Dec.j  1873. 

Sekvice  of  Summons. 

WTierc  service  of  summons  is  ordered  to  be  made  by  pnblicatioD, 
effecting  service  out  of  the  State,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  for  publication,  does  not  shorten  the  time  to  answer. "*" 

Charles  H.  Kerner  brought  this  action  against 
Amasa  Leonard  and  his  wife,  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  on  property  situated  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  The  defendants  resided  at  Morristown,  New 
Jersey.  On  November  3,  1873,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  in  the  usual  form  for  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons, by  publication  (once  a  week  for  six  weeks).  On 
November  5,  1873,  the  summons  "and  complaint  were 
served  on  the  defendants  personally  at  their  residence 
in  New  Jersey.  On  Noveitiber  26,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
plied to  the  court  for  judgment  as  upon  a  default,  and 
on  the  28th  of  the  same  month  judgment  was  entered 
on  his  api)lication,  directing  sale.  Before  the  day  of 
sale  defendants  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  as 
irregular  in  being  prematurely  entered,  the  defendants* 
time  to  appear  and  answer  not  having  expired. 

J.  JR.  Cuming^  for  defendants — Cited  Abrahams  d. 
Mitchell,  8  Abb.  Pr.^  125,  and  cases  there  referred  to. 

Edmund  Coffin^  Jr.^  for  plaintiff— Cited  Dykers  v. 
Woodward,  7  How.  Fr.,  313. 

Inghaiiam,  J.— The  service  of  a  summons  out  of  the 
State  is  equivalent  to  publication,  but  does  not  shorten 
the  time.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  lives  out  of  the 
State  is  a  good  reason  why  it  should  not.  I  think  ihe 
motion  must  be  granted. 

***  This  case  may  be  regarded  as  finally  oyerruling  Dykers  «.  Wood- 
ward (7  Uotio,  iV./313;. 
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THE  PEOPLE  on  the  relaUon  of  DAY  against 

BERGEN. 

Court  of  Appeals  ;  December^  1873. 

Judicial  Sale. — Duties  of  Uefebee. 

Under  the  usual  judgment  for  sale  in  foreclosure, — directing  the 
referee  or  other  officer  making  sale,  after  paying  his  own  fees  and  ex- 
penses of  sale,  and  all  liens  for  taxes,  assessments  and  prior  mortga* 
ges,  to  pay  fh>m  the  residue,  the  costs  and  the  mortgage  debt, — if 
the  referee  pays  the  sums  awarded  out  of  the  residue,  before  paying 
off  the  liens,  he  dops  so  at  his  peril. 

It  is  the  referee's  duty  to  pay  off  liens  as  directed  by  the  judgment ; 
and  he  cannot  relieye  himself  of  this  duty  by  stipulations  in  the 
terms  of  sale. 

Although  the  terms  of  sale  permit  the  purchaser  to  pay  off  the  liens, 
and  retain  the  sum  out  of  the  purchase  money,  he  is  not  bound  to 
do  so,  but  may  pay  the  whole  price  and  require  the  referee  to  exe- 
cute the  judgment.  "*" 

If  the  purchaser  claims  that  he  has  paid  off  admitted  prior  liens,  and 
tenders  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  an  objection  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  proof  of  the  payment  must  be  made  by  the  referee,  if 
at  all,  at  the  time  of  the  tender. 

If  the  referee  refuses  to  pay  off  or  allow  such  prior  liens,  the  court 
may  compel  him  to  do  so. 

It  is  no  defense  to  proceedings  to  punish  for  contempt  in  disobeying 
an  order,  that  an  appeal  is  pending  t  (there  being  no  stay) ;  nor  is 
the  fact  of  the  party's  inability  an  excuse,  where  it  was  caused  by 
his  own  disobedience. 

*  8.  P.,  Morange  v.  Morris,  8  AJUb.  Ot,  App.  Dee.y  314.  Otherwise  held 
where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  judgment  required  the  referee  to 
pay  off  the  liens  (Leniban  v.  Hamann,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  274).  Where 
the  mortgagees  were  at  hand,  and  ready  to  receive  the  money,  and 
■atisfy  the  mortgage, — Eeldy  that  the  purchaser  was  not  discharged  by 
the  referee  not  haying  paid  it  (Herbert  v.  Smith,  6  Lam.,  498). 

t  Compare  State  v.  Carlan,  2  Sand/,,  788;  Leland  v.  Smith,  8  Daly^ 
800 ;  and,  as  to  the  case  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  Howe  v.  Sear- 
ing, 10  Abb.  Pr.,  264 ;  S.  0.,  6  Bomo.,  854. 
K.  8. — XT.— 7 
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On  appeal  from  an  order  punishing  for  contempt,  the  appellate  court 
cannot  consider  new  affidavits  alleging  that  tho  party  has  mean- 
while complied  with  the  order  of  the  court  below. 

In  the  case  of  Easton  t?.  Pickersgill,  the  snpreme 
court  gave  judgment  of  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  and 
for  the  sale  of  the  real  property  affected  thereby  ;  and 
appointed  the  defendant  in  the  present  proceeding  a 
referee  to  execute  the  judgment.  There  was  a  prior 
mortgage  on  the  premises,  and  unpaid  taxes,  &c. 

The  terms  of  the  judgment  required  that'*  out  of 
the  moneys  arising  from  such  sale,  after  deducting  the 
amount  of  his  fees  and  expenses  on  such  sale,  and  any 
lien  or  liens  on  said  premises  so  sold,  at  the  time  of 
such  sale,  for  taxes,  assessments  or  prior  mortgage," 
the  said  referee  pay,  &c.,  the  costs  of  the  parties  and 
the  sum  due  on  the  mortgage  under  foreclosure,  &c. 

At  the  sale,  on  May  3,  1872,  the  relator  bid  off  the 
premises  for  seven  thousand  six  hundred  dollars,  and 
paid  ten  per  cent.  The  terms  of  sale,  which  the  relator 
signed  at  the  auction,  did  not  refer  to  the  judgment 
They  required  the  residue  of  the  purchase  money  to 
be  paid  to  the  referee  without  notice  or  demand  ;  and 
provided  that  '*all  taxes,  assessments,  and  incum* 
brances  which  at  the  time  of  sale  are  liens  or  incum- 
brances on  said  premises,  will  be  allowed  by  the 
referee,  out  of  the  purchase  money  ;  provided  the  pur- 
chaser shall,  previous  to  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  pro- 
duce to  the  referee  proof  of  such  liens,  and  duplicate 
receipts  for  the  payment  thereof." 

On  July  19  the  relator  paid  to  the  referee  four 
thousand  one  hundred  and  eighty-seven  dollars  and 
fifty-six  cents,  reserving  in  his  own  hands  enough  to 
pay  the  prior  mortgage  which  the  terms  of  the  decree 
directed  the  referee  to  pay. 

Meanwhile  the  prior  mortgage  was  foreclosed  by 
suit,  and  the  relator  thereupon  paid  to  the  creditor  tho 
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amonntdue  thereon  with  the  costs,  and  deducting  the 
whole  from  the  purchase  money  due  to  the  referee 
in  the  first  suit,  tendered  the  balance.  The  referee  re- 
fa  sed  to  allow  the  deduction  of  the  costs  ;  and  he  de- 
cliued  to  pay  off  the  taxes,  &c.,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  his  duty  to  search  for  taxes,  &c.,  nor  to  pay 
them  off,  but  the  relator  was  bound  by  the  terms  of 


On  application,  the  supreme  court,  on  Dec.  20,  1872, 
dix-ected  the  referee  to  apply  the  money  in  his  hands  to 
«tiuguish  the  taxes  and  assessments  which  were  a 
lien  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  sustained  him  in  refusing 
to  allow  the  costs  of  the  second  foreclosure,  and  ov- 
d^red  him  to  apply  the  money  in  his  hands  to  the  pay- 
^^nt  of  the  tax  liens,  and  to  give  the  relator  a  deed,  on 
the  latter  tendering  the  sum  he  had  withheld  for  costs, 
ttCMd  producing  certified  copies  of  the  tax  bills. 

The  referee  took  an  appeal  from  this  order  and  ob- 
^^in^d  a  stay  of  proceedings.    The  relator  obtained 
f^X>m  a  judge  at  special  term  an  order  modifying  the 
®^^y  so  far  as  to  allow  the  relator  to  make  a  tender  and 
^^^to.and,  and  to  apply  to  the  court  on  motion  there- 
^X>Oii.    The  referee  not  complying  with  the  order,  the 
^^^irt  ordered  him  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be 
P'^tiished  for  contempt,  and  on  the  return  of  the  order  to 
^Ho\Y  cause,  the  court  directed  that  the  motion  be  held 
^"^x^Jer  advisement  on  condition  that  the  referee  forth- 
^Uh  pay  into  court  the  money  in  his  hands,  and  de- 
*^^Vi;r  a  deed.    This  condition  the  referee  complied  with. 
The  court   subsequently  adjudged   him   guilty  of 
Contempt  in  nob  paying  off  the  taxes,  &c.,  and  im- 
posed a  fine  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and 
^i^ered  that  he  be  committed,  &c. 

.The  supreme  courts  at  general  term,  on  ap;)eal 
affirmed  this  latter  order,  but  with  leave  to  the  referee 
to  obtain  a  repayment  of  moneys  he  had  paid  over  to 
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plaintiff,  and  of  others  he  had  paid  into  court,  and  jwy 
off  the  taxes,  frc,  on  doing  which  he  should  have  a  per- 
petual stay  of  the  precept. 

From  this  order  the  present  appeal  was  taken. 

Samuel  *     the  appellants. 

Albert  Day  J  in  person. 

^  THS  CouBT. — ^Allen,  J.— The  duties  of  the  de- 
fendant as  referee  for  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
under  the  judgment  of  foreclosure,  were  ministerial  in 
their  character,  and  a  slight  attention  to  the  terms  of 
the  judgment  would  have  prevented  any  controversy. 

The  duty  of  the  referee  was  to  sell  the  premises  to 
the  highest  bidder,  and  after  receiving  the  purchase 
•money  to  pay  therefrom  his  own  fees  and  expenses  on 
such  sale,  and  then  all  liens  upon  said  premises,  exist- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  sale  *^  for  taxes  and  assessments, 
or  prior  mortgage,''  and  from  the  residue  pay  tbe  costs 
awarded  to  the  several  parties  and  the  amount  reported 
due  the  plaintiff,  with  the  interest  thereon,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  the  purchase  money  of  the  premises  would 
pay  of  the  same. 

Such  are  the  plain  directions  of  the  judgment,  and 
if  without  or  before  paying  the  prior  liens  he  has  paid 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  parties,  the  amounts 
awarded  to  them,  he  has  done  so  at  his  peril  and  in  his 
own  wrong.  The  terms  of  the  sale  could  not  vary  the 
judgment  or  relieve  the  referee  from  the  performance  of 
hi  duties.  They  did  not  assume  to  do  so  in  this  case. 
The  fourth  clause  of  the  terms  of  sale  permits  the  pur- 
chaser to  substitute  the  payment  of  pm>r  liens  ton 
money,  pro  tanio,  in  his  settlement  with  the  referee  and 
payment  of  the  purchase  price.  But  if  the  purchaser 
elects  to  pay  the  money,  take  his  deed  and  hold  the 
referee  to  the  proper  execution  of  the  judgment^  he 
may  do  so. 
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It  is  tme  that  here  the  purchaser  did  not  assume 
this  position,  and  it  is  now  objected  that  the  referee  had 
no  BuflScient  evidence  of  the  prior  mortgage  or  its  pay- 
ment by  the  relator.  The  answer  to  this  is  that  the 
existence  and  valdity  of  the  mor^ge  or  its  actual  pay- 
ment are  not  controverted,  and  the  objection  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  of  either  fact  was  not  taken 
at  the  time  of  the  tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  and  the  demand  of  the  deed.  The  relator  does 
not  ckiim  to  have  paid  the  lien  by  taxes  and  assess-, 
ments,  and  they  are  to  be  ascertained  and  paid  by  the 
referee. 

The  order  of  December  20,  1872.  was  in  accordance 
with  and  execution  of  the  judgment  under  which  the 
premises  were  sold,  and  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  If  it  was  improvidently  or  erroneously 
granted,  the  remedy  of  the  party  aggrieved  was  by  ap- 
plication to  vacate  it,  or  by  appeal.  It  is  not  void  and 
it  cannot  be  reviewed  upon  an  application  to  punish 
for  a  disobedience  of  it ;  so  long  as  it  remains  in  force 
the  duty  of  all  parties  is  to  obey  it,  and  the  merits  of 
the  order  are  not  reviewable  (People  v.  Stui-tevant,  9 
K  T.  [5  Seld.l  263 ;  Sullivan  v.  Judah,  4  Paige,  444; 
Higbie  o.  Edgerton,  3  Id.,  253).  Neither  is  it  a  de- 
fense in  proceeding  to  punish  for  a  contempt  that  an 
appeal  has  been  taken  from  the  order.  If  the  proceed- 
ings have  not  been  stayed,  the  party  has  a  right  to  take 
every  step  for  the  enforcement  of  his  civil  remedy,  that 
he  might  if  no  appeal  was  taken.  In  this  case,  the 
proceedings  are  not  stayed,  but  the  relator  has,  by  ex- 
^poress  permission  of  the  court,  the  privilege  of  making 
such  application  under  the  order  as  his  counsel  may 
advise.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  order  of  the  special 
term  adjudging  the  defendant  in  contempt,  that  the 
court  suspended  final  action  for  a  brief  period  to 
enable  the  defendant  to  comply  with  the  original  order, 
or  perform  any  act  as  a  substitute  for  such  compliance. 
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That  was  an  act  of  grace  to  the  defendanti  which 
did  not  deprive  the  court  of  jurisdiction  or  prevent  a 
final  decision  of  the  motion  upon  the  merits.  The  de- 
fendant cannot  complain  that  an  opportunity  was 
given  him  to  purge  the  alleged  conteinpt.  The  diso- 
bedience of  the  order,  was  clearly  established,  and  ii* 
there  was  any  disability  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
to  comply  with  the  order,  it  was  the  result  of  his  own 
act,  in  disregarding  the  terms  and  directions  of  the 
Judgment,  and  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  own  acta 
to  justify  a  disobedience  of  the  orders  of  the  court,  of 
which  he  was  an  officer. 

An  affidavit  is  annexed  to  the  record,  but  which,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  can  make  no  part  of  the  return  to 
the  appeal,  to  the  effect  that  after  the  making  of  the 
order  at  special  term,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  ap- 
peal, the  defendant  did  comply  with  the  suggestions  of 
the  courts  made  upon  suspending  the  final  decision. 
If  this  were  so,  and  the  defendant  had  any  claim 
founded  upon  such  action,  to  be  absolved  from  the 
contempt,  he  should  have  applied  for  relief  to  the 
court. 

He  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  such  action  upon  an 
appeal  from  the  order  punishing  him  for  contempt. 
That  must  be  disposed  of  upon  the  papers  before  the 
court  below. 

The  order  must  be  aflirmed.^ 

A  majority  of  the  judges  concurred. 

*  The  appeUant  moTed  for  a  leaigament,  which  was  denied. 
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BLOODGOOD  against  MICKLE. 

Supreme  Courts  First  District ;  Special  Term^ 

March,  1873. 

Husband   and  Wife. — Pakties. — Separate 
Property. — Demurrer. 

The  eqaitable  right  of  a  married  womao,  under  a  trust  created  by 
another  person,  by  which  income  is  to  be  applied  to  her  use  for  life, 
flince  it  is  not  assignable,  is  not  to  be  deemed  her  separate  prop- 
erty ;*  and  her  husband  is,  therefore,  a  proper  party  to  an  action 
affecting  the  same. 

The  provision  of  Latoi  of  I860,— that  a  married  woman  may  sue  and  be 
sued  in  all  matters  relating  to  her  sole  and  separate  property  with- 
out joining  her  husband, — does  not  apply  to  an  action  affecting  a 
mere  equitable  right  under  a  trust,  which  is  not  capable  of  assign- 
ment. 

Ouardians  of  the  property  of  an  infant  are  necessary  parties  in  an 
action  affecting  the  property ;  and  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  against  them,  cannot  be  sustained  merely  because  no  re- 
covery could  be  had  in  the  action  against  the  personal  estate  of  the 
Infants.  If  any  cause  of  action  calling  for  any  relief  whatever  as 
to  which  the  guardian  should  be  heard,  appears  in  the  complaint, 
tbu  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

A  testamentary  trustee,  with  the  approval  of  the  general  guardians  of 
minors  interested  in  the  trust  property,  made  a  contract  for  the 
erection  of  a  building  thereon.  Uddy  that  the  guardians  were 
proper  parties  to  the  contractor's  action  to  recover  his  compensation 
on  the  contract;  and  that  the  trustee  having  died,  his  adminbtra- 
trix  was  also  a  proper  party,  because,  if  the  contract  should  prove 
to  have  been  unauthorized,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover against  the  administratrix  in  enforcement  of  the  trustee's  in- 
dividual liability.* 

*  Compare  Barry  v.  Equitable  Life  Insurance  Co.,  14  Mb,  Pr,  If,  A, 
S85;  Hann  v.  Van  Yoorhis,  p.  79  of  this  volume, 
f  Compare  Sortore  v.  Scott,  6  Laiu,,  271. 
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This  action  was  brought  by  Matthias  Bloodgood 
against  George  Benjamin  Mickle  and  others. 

Rachel  Miller  was  seized  in  fee  of  an  nndivided  half 
of  certain  premises  situated  in  Dey-street,  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  together  with  other  premises  as  tenant  in 
common  with  one  Andrew  Mickle. 

She  died  October  7,  1848,  leaving  a  will,  and  leaving 
her  surviving,  Caroline  Augusta  Mickle,  her  daughter, 
who  was  married  to  Andrew  H.  Mickle,  and  four 
grandchildren,  the  children  of  said  daughter,  namely, 
George  Benjamin  Mickle,  Rachel  Augusta  Mickel, 
Louisa  Farrington  Mickle,  and  Hannah  Russel  Mickle. 

Caroline  Augusta  Mickle  died  on  March  16,  1849. 
Her  son,  George  Benjamin  Mickle,  is  still  living,  having 
two  children.  Her  daughter,  Rachel  Augusta  Mickel, 
married  William  E.  Lawrence,  and  died  August  28, 
1868,  leaving  her  surviving  six  children,  all  under  age, 
except  one,  and  their  guardians  are  Henry  E.  Law- 
rence and  Francis  E.,  his  wife. 

Louisa  Farrington  Mickle  married  Theodore  Town- 
send,  and  died  in  August,  1862,  leaving  her  surviving 
four  children,  all  under  age,  and  their  guardian  is  their 
father. 

Hannah  Russel  Mickle  married  Edward  A.  Law- 
rence, and  both  are  still  living.  They  have  five 
children  living. 

By  her  will,  Rachel  Miller,  after  making  certain* 
bequests  and  devises,  directed  her  trustees  to  receive 
the  income  of  her  estate  and  apply  one-fourth  part  to 
the  use  of  George  Benjamin  Mickle  for  life ;  and  upon 
his  death  she  devised  the  said  one-fourth  part  of  her 
estate  to  his  heirs  at  law. 

She  further  directed  the  trustees  to  apply  the  income 
of  another  of  said  fourth  parts  to  the  use  of  Rachel 
Augusta  during  her  life,  and  upon  her  death,  said  one- 
fourth  part  was  devised  to  her  heirs. 

She  directed  the  income  of  another  fourth  part  to 
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be  applied  to  the  use  of  Louisa  Farrington,  during  life, 

and  upon  her  death,  said  oue-fourth  part  was  devised 

to  her  heirs  ;  and  the  income  of  the  remaining  fourth 

pnirt  was  devised  to  Hannah  Bussel  for  life ;  and  upon 

herr  death,  to  her  heirs  at  law. 

She  'appointed  trustees  under  her  will,  and  in  or 
about  1864,  William  E.  Lawrence  became  the  sole 
fill  r-viving  trustee  thereunder. 

In  1849,  the  lands  held  in  common  by  Andrew 
Ifickle  and  the  estate  of  Sarah  Miller  were  partitioned, 
Bix<3,  the  premises  in  Dey- street  were  set  apart  in 
se^v^ralty  with  others  to  the  estate  of  Rachel  Miller. 

About  the  year  1867,  by  certain  proceedings  in  the 
BH-x^reme  court,  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty 
or  t:he  city  of  New  York,  for  the  purpose  of  the  exten- 
a'^^n  of  Church-street,  took  possession  of  the  greater 
pc>:r^on  of  these  premises,  and  for  which  an  award  was 
'^^.de  of  over  sixty  thousand  dollars,  which  award 
^^illiam  E.  Lawrence,  as  trustee  under  the  will  o' 
^'•^  chel  Miller,  on  June  5,  1869,  received. 

The  remaining  portion  of  said  lot  would  have  been 
®^tirely  unjjroductive,  unless  a  new  building  should 
T^^  erected  thereon. 

Thereupon,  William  E.  Lawrence,  as  trustee,  with 

ftie  approval  of  the  general  guardians  of  each  of  the 

Parties  interested ,  made  a  contract  with  the  plainriff 

^or  putting  up  a  building  upon  that  portion  of  the  lot 

which  remained. 

Lawrence  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  whole  amount  of 
the  contract  price,  except  the  sum  of  about  seventeen 
hundred  dollars,  for  the  recovery  of  which  this  action 
is  brought 

William  E.  Lawrence,  on  January  13, 1871,  by  virtue 
of  a  power  contained  in  the  will  of  Rachel  Miller, 
made  James  N.  Piatt  his  co-trustee. 

William  K  Lawrence  shortly  after  died  intestate 


106         ABBOTTS  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Bloodgood  9.  Mickle. 


and  insolvent^  and  the  defendant,  Hannah  S.  Lawrence, 
was  appointed  his  administrator. 

In  bringing  this  action  the  plaintiff  has  made  parties 
defendants,  among  others,  Edward  A.  Lawrence,  the 
husband  of  said  Hannah  R.  Lawrence,  Henry  E.  Law- 
rence, and  Frances  E.  his  wife,  guardians  of  the  infant 
children  of  Rachel  Augusta  Mickle,  Theodore  Town- 
send,  guardian  of  the  infant  children  of  Louisa  Far- 
rington  Mickle,  and  also  Hannah  S.  Lawrence,  as  ad- 
ministratrix of  William  E.  Lawrence. 

Upon  behalf  of  all  these  defendants  general  de- 
murrers have  been  interposed. 

T.  C.  S.  Buckler/y  of  counsel  for  the  defendants, 
Theodore  Townsend  and  Edward  A.  Lawrence. 

James  W.  Gerard^  Jr.^  of  counsel  for  defendants, 
Henry  E.  Lawrence  and  wife. 

Oeorge  W.  DentoUy  of  counsel  for  defendant^  Han- 
nah S.  Lawrence,  administratrix. 

William  Mitchell^  of  counsel  for  plaintiff. 

Van  Brunt,  J. — The  defendant,  Edward  A.  Law- 
rence, is  sued  as  the  husband  of  Hannah  R.  Lawrence, 
who  has  only  a  right  to  the  income  of  one  of  the  shares 
mentioned  in  the  will  of  Rachel  Miller;  and  it  is 
claimed  that  this,  being  the  separate  property  of  the 
defendant,  Hannah  R.  Lawrence,  in  which  he  as  her 
husband  could  have  no  interest,  that  he  is  not  a  proper 
party  to  the  action. 

By  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  20,  1860,  relating 
to  the  lights  and  liabilities  of  husband  and  wife,  it  is 
provided  that  any  married  woman  may,  while  married, 
sue  and  be  sued  in  all  macters  having  relation  to  her 
property,  which  may  be  her  sole  and  separate  property, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole ;  and  the  de- 
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cisions  have  been  uiuform,  that  in  all  actions  relating 
to  the  separate  estates  of  married  women,  their  hus- 
bands slionld  not  be  joined.    It  seems  to  have  been 
wttled  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of  Noyes  v. 
Blakeman,  6  JV.  Y.  [2  Seld.l  567,  that  such  an  inter- 
est as  Hannah  R.  Lawrence  has  acquired,  under  the 
wilJ  of  Kachel  Miller,  is  not  either  property,  nor  is  it 
in  any  sense  an  estate,  but  is  merely  an  equitable  right, 
which  she  can  enforce  against  the  trustee,  and  which 
she  is  incapable  of  assigning  or  disposing  of.    If  such 
interest  is  not  to  be  considered  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty, as  the  case  cited  seems  to  indicate,  then  the  pro- 
vision of  the  law  of  1860  does  not  apply,  and  her  hus- 
band is  a  proper  party  to  any  action  brought  in  respect 
to  it. 

The  defendants,  Henry  E.  Lawrence,  and  Prances 
E.  his  wife,  and  Theodore  Townsend,  general  guardians 
of  the  infant  defendants,  have  also  demurred  to  the 
complaint,  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does 
not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  them.  It  is  to  be  noticed  that  it  is  not 
pretended  that  the  plaintiff  has  any  cause  of  action 
against  them,  or  either  of  them  individually,  and  the 
demurrer  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  ground  that  no 
recovery  against  the  personal  estate  represented  by  the 
general  guardians  can  be  had  in  this  action. 

For  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  this  demurrer,  I 
do  not  think  it  at  all  necessary  to  consider  tliis  ques- 
tion, because,  if  any  cause  of  action  calling  for  any 
relief  whatever,  as  to  which  the  guardians  should  be 
heard,  is  made  out  by  the  complaint,  the  demurrer 
must  be  overruled.  It  seems  to  have  been  conceded 
that  the  plaintiff  has  some  equitable  rights  against  the. 
premises  or  trustee,  and  if  any  equitable  lien  is  to  bo 
established  by  means  of  this  action  against  the  share 
of  the  infant  defendants,  the  guardians  are  necessary 
parties,  because  they  are  not  only  entitled  to  receive 
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the  share  of  all  income  of  the  infants  arising  from  the 
real  estate,  but  are  also  supposed  to  be  in  joint  pos- 
session thereof  with  the  trustee ;  and  if  this  income  is 
to  be  burdened  in  any  way,  or  this  possession  is  to  be 
distnrbed,  they  undoubtedly  have  the  right  to  be  heard 
upon  that  question;  and  no  court  would  make  any 
decree  or  judgment  in  their  absence. 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  determine  whether  the 
guardians  had  any  right  to  use  their  wards'  money  for 
the  improvement  of  their  real  ertate,  or  how  far  they 
may  be  estopped  by  their  assent  to  the  contract  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  because  it  seems  to  me  that 
under  the  complaint  the  plaintiff  might  make  out  such 
a  case  as  would  justify  the  court  in  giving  him  some 
security  for  the  debt  upon  the  premises  improved  by 
his  expenditures,  although  I  much  doubt  if  it  would 
take  any  part  of  the  other  estate  of  the  infants  to 
liquidate  any  such  claim. 

The  defendant,  Hannah  S.  Lawrence,  as  adminis- 
tratrix of  William  E.  Lawrence,  deceased,  has  also 
put  in  a  general  demurrer. 

She  is  undobubtedly  a  proper  party ;  because  if  the 
court  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause  should  hold  that  the 
contract  made  by  the  plaintiff  with  Lawrence  as  trustee 
should  not  be  ratified,  and  that  Lawrence  had  no  power 
to  make  any  such  contract,  then  Lawrence  would  be 
held  individually  liable  for  the  amount  due  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  court  would  give  judgment  accordingly 
against  his  administratrix. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 
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CUSHMAN  against  HADFIELD. 
Court  of  Appeals ;  May^  1873. 
Stat  OF  Pboobbdings. — REMiTnTUB. — Pilino. — Rb- 

ABGUMENT. 

Bole  16  of  this  court, — which  provides  that  either  of  the  judges  may 
make  orders  to  stay  proceedings,  which,  when  served  with  papers 
and  notice  of  motion,  shall  stay  the  proceedings,— does  not  prevent 
a  judge  from  staying  the  filing  of  a  remittitur  without  service  of 
papers  and  notice  of  motion. 

A  single  judge  of  the  court  may  order  the  filing  of  a  remittitur  to  be 
stayed,  in  whosesoever  hands  it  may  be,  at  any  time  before  it  is 
actually  and  regularly  filed  in  the  court  below.* 

The  mer<  coming  of  the  remittitur  to  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court  below,  is  not  an  actual  filing.  Bo  held  where,  on  being  served 
with  the  stay,  he  handed  the  remittitur  back  to  the  attorney,  with- 
out having  marked  it  filed,  and  expressly  refused  to  file  it.t 

Wm.  Watson,  of  couusel  for  the  appellants,  moved 
upon  affidavits,  that  the  remittitur  in  this  action  be 
taken  from  the  files  of  the  supreme  court,  and  that  the 

*  As  to  revoking  a  remittitur  or  mandate  granted  by  mistake  or 
under  a  misrepresentation  of  facts,  see  United  States  9.  Gomez,  28 
Bow.  U.  8.,  326;  Exp.  Crenshaw,  15  iVf.,  119.  The  case  in  the 
•  text  overrules  Lawrence  v.  Bank. of  the  Republic,  6  Bobt,  497,  and  also 
overrules  Judson  p.  Gray,  17  How.  Pr,  289  {Supreme  Ct,),  so  far  as  it  held 
that  the  delivery  of  the  remittitur  to  the  attorney  in  itself  reinstated 
the  jarifldiction  of  the  court  below.  To  the  same  effect  with  the  case 
in  the  text,  on  this  point,  is  Burckle  v.  Luce,  IN,  7.,  289,  and  see 
Martin  «.  Wilson,  /<{.,  240.  Bee  also  Wilmerdings  «.  Fowler,  p.  86  of 
this  vol. 

t  As  to  what  constitutes  filing,  compare  Cullen  v.  Miller,  9  if.  7. 
Leg.  Ob$.^  62;  Bishop  v.  Cook,  18  Barb.,  826;  Griswold  «.  Sheldon,  4 
J7.  r..  581;  Dodge  v.  Potter,  18  Barb.,  198;  Fox  v.  Burus,  12  Id.^ 
677;  Bwift  v.  Hart,  Id.,  580;  14  Tex.,  889;  18  Vin.  AJyr..  211. 
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filing  thereof  be  declared  void,  on  the  ground  that  sacli 
filing  was  in  contempt  of  an  order  of  one  of  the  jadges 
of  this  court,  and  for  a  reargument 

In  this  action,  which  was  brought  by  J.  Holbrook 
Cushman  and  others,  executors,  &c., — judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  Amos  P.  Hatfield  and  others, 
was  on  February  11,  1873,  aflSrmed  by  this  court  with 
costs,  on  the  authority  of  a  recent  decision  of  the  com- 
mision  of  appeals  in  the  case  of  Loeschigk  against  the 
same  defendants,  51  iV.  F.,  660,  sustaining  the  validity 
of  the  same  transfers  which  were  in  controversy  in  this 
action.  The  remittitur  was  received  by  the  defendant's 
attorney  on  February  13.  On  or  about  the  same  day, 
upon  an  affidavit  stating  among  other  things  that  the 
appellant's  attorney  was  about  to  move  the  commission 
of  appeals  on  March  4,  for  a  reargument  of  the  case  of 
Loeschigk  v.  Hatfield,  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court 
made  an  order  staying  the  filing  of  the  remittitur  herein 
until  March  4,  and  the  decision  of  the  commission  of 
appeals,  &c.  This  order  was  received  by  the  appellant's 
attorney  by  mail  on  Saturday,  February  15.  The  ap- 
pellant's attorney  makes  affidavit  that  on  that  day,  and 
before  the  remittitur  had  been  filed,  he  served  the  order 
upon  the  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  supreme 
court,  whose  duty  it  was  to  file  remittiturs,  and  that 
sliortly  after  such  service  the  managing  clerk  of  the 
respondent's  attorney,  presented  to  the  deputy  county 
clerk  a  bill  of  costs  for  adjustment,  whereupon  the 
appellant's  attorney  exhibited  to  such  deputy  clerk 
and  managing  clerk  the  order  of  stay,  and  the  deputy 
clerk  thereupon  refused  to  file  the  remittitur  and  pro- 
ceed with  the  taxation.  The  managing  clerk  of  the 
respondent's  attorney  deposes  that  on  the  occasion  re- 
ferred to  and  before  the  service  of  the  stay  or  its  ex- 
hibition to  the  deputy  county  ch^rk,  he  handed  the  re- 
mittitur to  such  deputy  for  filing,  and  that  a  few  min- 
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utes  thereafter  the  appellant's  attorney  served  the  stay 
on  such  deputy ;  that  thereupon  the  deputy  said  be 
would  not  file  the  remittitur,  and  offered  it  to  deponent 
who  refused  to  take  it  back,  insisting  that  it  had  been 
filed,  and  that  it  has  ever  since  remained  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  county  clork.  The  managing  clerk  im- 
mediately returned  to  the  oflBce  of  the  respondent's 
attorney  and  reported  to  him  what  had  transpired  at 
the  county  clerk's  office. 

The  order  had  not  then  been  served  on  the  respond- 
ent's attorney,  and  was  not  served  until  Monday,  the 
17th,  at  9  A.  M. 

No  notice  of  motion  was  served  therewith. 

On  the  17th  an  order  was  entered  by  said  manag- 
ing clerk  making  the  judgment  of  this  court  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  on  the  assumption  that  the 
remittitur  had  been  filed  on  February  15. 

On  the  same  day,  February  17,  notice  of  adjustment 
of  costs  for  February  19  was  served  on  respondent's 
attorney.  He  attended  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  and 
objected  to  the  adjustment  on  the  ground  that  the  re- 
mittitur not  being  filed  the  supreme  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  ;  the  other  side  claimed  that  the  stay  was 
void.  Thereupon  the  adjustment  was  adjourned,  and 
an  order  was  made  by  one  of  the  justices  of  the  su- 
preme court  staying  all  proceedings  until  March  4, 
pursuant  to  the  original  order.  This  last  stay  was 
vacated,  on  motion  at  special  term,  on  the  ground,  as  is 
alleged,  that  the  remittitur  not  having  been  filed,  the 
cause  was  yet  in  this  court. 

It  is  stated  in  the  affidavits  that  the  remittitur  has 
been  filed  and  judgment  entered  thereon,  and  proceed- 
ings thereon  stayed  by  the  supreme  court  till  the  de- 
cision of  this  action. 

Mr.  Townsend,  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  makes 
affidavit  that  he  was  not  informed  of  the  first  stay  until 
after  he  was  informed  by  his  managing  clerk  that  the 
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remittitar  had  been  filed,  and  that  it  was  not  senred 
upon  him  until  afterwards,  and  that  when  it  was  shown 
to  him  he  was  and  still  is  of  opinion  that  it  did  not  stay 
proceedings,  and  was  not  intended  so  to  do  unless  ac- 
companied with  aflSdavits  and  notice  of  motion  as  pre- 
scribed by  Rule  16  ;  and  that  no  contempt  was  intended. 

Mr.  Dyett^  his  law  partner,  and  counsel  for  respond- 
ent, deposes  substantially  to  the  same  effect,  and  that 
his  action  in  the  matter  was  based  upon  the  belief  and 
assumption  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  stated  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  managing  clerk,  and  that  there  has 
been  no  filing  of  the  remititur  to  his  knowledge  since 
February  15,  and  he  claims  that  it  was  filed  the  instant 
it  was  handed  to  the  clerk,  notwithstanding  the  clerk^a 
subsequent  refusal  to  file  it,  and  that  therefore  it  was 
filed  before  the  service  of  the  stay. 

Tlie  motion  for  a  reargument  in  the  case  of  Loes- 
chigk  V.  Hatfield,  has  been  made  in  the  commission  of 
appeals,  and  was  denied  on  March  11,  last. 

Wm.  Walsorij  for  the  motion. 

A.  H.  Dyettj  opposed. 

Rapallo,  J. — The  only  question  of  any  general 
importance  involved  in  this  motion,  is  that  of  the 
validity  of  an  order  of  a  single  jadge  of  this  court 
staying  the  issue  or  filing  of  a  remittitur.  Rule  16  of 
this  court  provides  that  either  of  the  judges  may  make 
orders  to  stay  proceedings,  which,  when  served  with 
papers  and  notice  of  motion,  shall  stay  the  proceedings 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  order ;  and  it  is  claimed 
on  the  part  of  the  respondents  that  under  this  rule  the 
order  made  in  the  present  case  staying  the  filing  of  the 
remittitur  was  not  oi)erative,  for  the  reason  that  motion 
papers  and  notice  of  motion  were  not  served  therewith. 

It  has  long  been  the  practice  in  this  court  for  a 
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single  judge  to  stay  the  remittitur  or  the  filing  thereof 
without  reference  to  this  rule. 

Cases  sometimes  occur  in  which  the  power  sum- 
marily to  grant  such  a  stay  is  essential  to  prevent  in- 
justice. 

In  the  absence  of  such  a  power  the  court  might  lose 
jurisdiction  of  a  case,  and  thus  render  irremediable  any 
oversight  which  may  have  happened. 

Such  orders  have  frequently  been  granted  on  the 
mere  suggestion  of  counsel,  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
case  derived  by  the  judge  from  the  argument.  They 
may  be  necessary  for  the  very  purpose  of  affording  to 
the  applicant  an  opportunity  to  prepare  papers,  and 
move  the  court  for  the  correction  of  its  judgment  in 
matters  of  detail,  or  for  such  other  relief  as  the  .case 
may  demand.  If  the  order  thus  granted  could  not  be 
effectual  until  the  motion  papers  were  prepared  and 
served  therewith,  the  remittitur  might  in  the  meantime 
be  regularly  filed,  and  this  court  thus  lose  its  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  case.  This  court  therefore  exercises  con- 
trol over  its  own  remittitur,  and  recognizes  the  power  of 
either  of  the  judges  to  stay  it,  in  whosesoever  hands  it 
may  be  before  it  is  actually  and  regularly  filed  in  the 
court  below.  If  this  power  could  not  be  exercised  by 
a  single  judge  it  would  be  impracticable  to  stay  the 
filing  of  a  remittitur  when  the  court  is  not  in  session. 

Rule  16  is  applicable  to  general  stays  of  proceed- 
ings by  the  parties  in  this  court  in  causes  'pending 
here.  After  having  given  full  consideration  to  the  sub- 
ject the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  rule  is  not  applica- 
ble to  an  order  temporarily  staying  the  filing  of  the  re- 
mittitur, and  that  the  order  of  any  one  of  the  judges 
for  that  purpose  is  valid  and  operative,  though  not  ac- 
companied by  motion  papers  or  notice  of  motion . 

Until  actually  and  regularly  filed,  the  remittitur  is 

under  the  control  of  the  court,  and  it  has  power  to 

direct  as  to  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  it,  even 

H.  a. — T% 
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though  it  may  have  been  entrusted  to  the  attorney  of 
the  party  for  the  purpose  of  being  transmitted  to  and 
filed  in  the  court  below. 

In  Murray  t).  Blatchford,  2  Wend.y  221,  the  court  of 
errors  retained  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  and  corrected 
its  decree,  though  the  remittitur  had  actually  reached 
the  hands  of  the  register  in  chancery  and  was  in  his 
possession,  and  had  been  by  him  marked  filed,  the 
chancellor  having  ordered  that  the  mark  of  filing  be 
struck  out  and  the  filing  suspended.  Whenever  there 
is  any  irregularity  either  in  the  entry  of  the  order  of 
this  court,  or  in  remitting  the  proceedings  to  the  court 
below,  the  court  does  not  lose  jurisdiction  (Legg  v. 
O  verba  ugh,  4  Wend.^  188 ;  Waters  v.  Travis,  8  Johns,  y 
666  I  McFarlan  v.  Watson,*  4  Bow.  Pr.,  128). 

The  aflSdavits  on  this  motion  leave  it  somewhat  in 
doubt  whether  there  ever  was  any  actual  filing  of  the 
remittitur ;  but  if  actually  filed  such  filing  was  irregular, 
being  in  violation  of  the  stay  which  was  was  exhibited 
at  the  time  the  remittitur  was  offered  to  the  clerk  for 
filing.  The  fact  that  the  clerk  took  the  paper  into  his 
hands  and  immediately  on  being  served  with  the  stay 
refused  to  file  it,  and  tendered  it  back  to  the  party 
oflfering  it,  constituted  no  filing.  It  does  not  even 
appear  that  he  marked  it  filed.  The  position  assumed 
in  this  respect  shows  an  attempt  to  evade  the  stay,  but 
is  not  worthy  of  serious  consideration.  The  counsel 
for  the  respondent  and  his  managing  clerk  now  assert 
that  there  has  been  no  other  filing.  This  shows  that 
there  can  have  been  no  filing  since  the  stay  expired, 

*  In  this  case  the  court  (lid  not,  as  stated  in  the  report,  decide  that 
a  remittitur  was  not  proper  on  the  dismissal  of  an  appeal  (Langley  v. 
Warner,  2  Code  B.^  97).  The  remittitur  there  was  irregular  because  on 
dismissal  of  an  appeal  from  an  order,  it  remitted  the  record  of  the 
accompaning  appeal  from  a  judgment;  and  such  an  irregular  re- 
mittitur,  though  actually  filed,  does  not,  as  shown  by  the  caae  in  the 
text,  deprire  the  appellate  court  of  jurisdiction. 
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therefore  there  is  no  legal  impediment  to  onr  entertain- 
ing the  motion  for  a  reargument. 

[Remarks  as  to  the  reasons  for  denying  the  motion 
for  reargument,  and  as  to  the  charge  of  contempt  in 
endeavoring  to  file  the  remittitur  are  here  omitted  ;  the 
learned  judge  concluding  as  follows :] 

As  they  [the  attorneys]  swear  that  no  contempt  was 
intended,  and  that  they  believed  that  the  order  of  stay 
was  not  operative  until  served  with  papers  and  notice 
of  motion,  and  as  the  Language  of  Rule  16  and  the 
decision  of  Chief  Justice  Robebtson  in  Lawrence  v. 
Bank  of  the  Republic,  6  Hobt.j  497,  afford  some 
color  for  that  view,  and  no  actual  injury  has  resulted 
from  their  proceedings,  we  have  concluded  that  the 
case  does  not  call  for  any  action  of  the  court  on  that 
branch  of  the  motion. 

The  motion  should  be  denied,  without  costs. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 
Motion  denied,  vrithout  costs. 


TRENOR  against  JACKSON. 

JV«o  Tork  Superior  Court;  Special  Term^  Jvly^  1873. 

Injunctiok. — Awnings.— Landlord  and  Tenant. — 
Covenant  not  to  alter.— Nuisance. 

The  erection,  on  the  sidewalk,  of  a  permanent  awning,  screwed  to  the 

house,  is  a  violation  of  a  covenant  not  to  make  any  alteration  in 

the  boase. 
Sach  a  breach  of  covenant,  however,  is  not  ground  for  an  injunction 

at  the  sait  of  the  lessor,  especially  where  the  lease  reserves  a  right 

of  re-entry  for  breach  of  covenant 
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The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  since  its  ownership  of  the 
streets  is  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public,  has  no  power 
to  sanction  the  erection,  for  private  purposes,  of  awnings  upon  the 
sidewalks,  which  obstruct  the  public  use  of  the  way. 

Any  person  who  sustains  a  private  injury  from  the  erection  or  contin- 
uance of  a  public  nuisance,  may  maintain  an  action  therefor. 

A  structure  which,  though  not  hurtful  to  health  or  noxious  to  the 
senses,  interferes  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  life  or  property, 
is  a  nuisance  within  this  rule. 

The  lessee  of  a  building  who  sublets  it,  may  have  an  injunction 
against  the  erection  of  an  awning,  which  would  be  a  nuisance  to 
his  subtenants,  although  he  is  neither  owner  of  the  fee,  nor  an 
occupant. 

The  fact  that  he  has  a  remedy  in  damages  for  a  breach  of  covenant, 
does  not  preclude  an  action  for  an  injunction  on  the  ground  of 
noisance.* 

Motion  to  continue  injunction. 

This  action  was  brought  by  John  J.  Trenor  against 
James  S.  Jackson.  The  plaintiff  is  the  lessee,  for  a  . 
term  of  ten  years  from  May,  1870,  of  the  premises  on 
the  southeast  corner  of  Sixth-av.  and  Forty-eighth-st, 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  known  as  Nos.  842,  844, 
846  and  848  Sixth-avenue.  Upon  and  covering  the  whole 
premises  is  a  five-story  building,  the  first  story  of 
which  is  occupied  by  the  defendant  as  a  grocery  store, 
and  the  stories  above  are  separated  into  eleven  flats  or 
suits  of  apartments,  intended  and  used  as  family  resi- 
dences, and  let  by  the  plaintiff  to  separate  and  different 
families,  who  are  now  occupying  the  same. 

In  March,  1871,  the  plaintiff  let  to  the  defendant  the 
store  part  of  said  building  for  a  term  of  nine  years  from 
May,  1871. 

The  lease  contains  a  covenant  by  the  defendant,  that 
he  will  not  ^'  make  any  alterations  therein  without  the 
written  consent  of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  under  the 
penalty  of  forfeiture  and  damages." 

^  To  same  effect 
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The  complaint  then  alleges,  that  the  defendant  has 
commenced,  is  continning,  and  threatens  to  finish  the 
construction  of  a  large  wooden  shed,  ''which  he  calls 
an  awning,"  entirely  around  said  building,  with  the 
exception  of  the  doorways  leading  to  the  upper  part 
thereof.  That  such  shed  is  being  so  constructed  as  to 
form  a  covering  from  the  building  at  the  height  of  the 
store,  extending  to  the  curbstone  in  the  street,  on  that 
]>ortion  of  the  premises  fronting  on  Sixth -avenue,  and 
on  Forty- eighth  street,  thus  entirely  intercepting  the 
view  of  the  sidewalks  from  any  of  the  windows  of  the 
building  above  the  shed,  and  also  obstructing  a  vidw 
of  the  streets  from  many  of  the  windows. 

The  erection  and  continuance  of  such  shed,  the 
plaintiff  alleges,  will  greatly  injure  the  value  of  the 
building  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  now  used,  and 
impede  and  hinder  the  renting  thereof ;  and  already 
several  of  the  tenants  thereof  have  declared  that  they 
will  remove  therefrom,  if  such  erection  is  continued 
and  completed. 

Upon  these  facts  a  preliminary  injunction  was 
granted,  restraining  the  defendant  from  completing  the 
shed,  with  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  injunction 
should  not  be  made  permanent  during  the  pendency  of 
the  action. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  order,  the  defendant  by  his 
answer  averred  that  the  awning  which  he  proposes  to 
erect  is  the  kind  of  awning  usually  erected  in  front  of 
stores  such  as  that  occupied  by  him.  He  denied  that 
such  erection  was  an  alteration  in  the  premises  leased 
by  him.  He  further  denied  the  plaintiff's  allegation 
of  iiyury  to  the  other  parts  of  the  premises,  or  thsrt  it 
would  obstruct  the  view  or  impede  the  renting  thereof. 

In  his  affidavit  the  defendant  averred,  that  it  is  con- 
sidered proper  to  have  wooden  awnings  in  order  to 
protect  the  goods  in  the  store  from  the  effects  of  the 
sun  in  the  summer:   that  the  awning  posts  are  not 
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larger  than  an  ordinary  lamp-post  with  the  x)OS'tage- 
box  attached,  and  do  not  obstruct  the  street  as  much 
as  such  lamp  posts :  thai  they  were  erected  under  the 
direction  of  the  dty  authorities^  and  are  not  a 
nuisance,  and  do  not  obstruct  walking  along  the  side- 
walks so  much  as  the  ordinary  lamp-posts. 

The  aflSdavit  of  the  carpenter  stated  that  he  was 
erecting  the  awning  in  the  usual  manner  of  construct- 
ing wooden  awnings  in  this  city.  That  the  only  alter- 
ation made  was  in  screwing  a  cleat  along  the  front  part 
of  the  building,  which  can  at  any  time  be  unscrewed. 
He  further  stated  that  the  awning  was  being  erected 
pursuant  to  a  permit  granted  by  the  city,  and  under 
the  inspection  of  a  city  inspector. 

The  permit  is  as  follows : 

"180. 

*^  Awning. — (WoodV 

"Permit. 

"Depaktment  of  Pitblio  Wobks, 
"Bureau  of  Incumbranoes, 

"No.  237  Broadway, 
"New  Yobk,  June  7th,  1873. 

"Permission  is  hereby  granted  to  James  S.  Jack- 
Bon,  of  Nos.  846  and  848  Sixth-avenue  of  New  York 
city,  to  erect  a  wooden  awning  in  front  of  the  premises 
known  as  Nos.  846  and  848  Sixth-avenue,  in  said  city, 
according  to  law  and  ordinances,  viz  : 

"Posts  not  to  exceed  nine  inches  in  diameter. 

"Cross-rail  not  to  exceed  seven  inches  in  width  or 
height. 

"  Cross-rail  not  to  exceed  four  inches  in  thickness. 

-^^  Posts  to  be  placed  next  to  and  along  the  inside  of 
the.  curbstone. 

"Bail  on  upper  side  not  to  be  less  than  eight  nor 
more  than  ten  feet  in  height  above  the  sidewalk. 

"Cross-rail  to  be  strongly  mortised  through  the 
upright  x>08ts. 
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*^Said  awning  to  remain  only  daring  the  pleasure 
of  the  commissioner  of  public  works. 

"Geo.  M.  Van  Nort, 
"Commissioner  of  Public  Works. 
*^B.  B.  Shafeb, 

**  Superintendent  of  Incumbrances.'' 

M.  H.  HuTiUey^  for  plaintiff. 

Albert  MaUhetDSj  for  defendant. 

MoTTELL,  J.— The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
claims  to  hold  the  injunction  in  this  case,  are^ftrsfj 
that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  are  in  violation  of  his 
covenant ;  and,  second^  that  the  erection  of  the  wooden 
Bhed  is  a  public  nuisance,  or  at  least  a  purpresture, 
injarious  to  the  private  interests  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  covenant  alleged  to  have  been  broken  is,  that 
the  defendant  will  not  make  any  alterations  in  the 
demised  premises ;  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  erection 
of  the  shed,  being  outside  the  building,  is  not  an  alter- 
ation in  the  building.  But  I  think  tliat  too  narrow  a 
construction  of  the  covenant.  It  appeors  that  the 
structure  rests  upon  and  is  secured  to  a  cleat  fastened 
cr  screwed  to  the  front  of  the  building,  running  along 
its  entii'e  front  and  side,  and  forming  partly  the  sup- 
port to  the  shed. 

To  sustain  this  cleat,  the  screws  have  necessarily 
been  inserted  into  the  front  of  the  building,  and  to  that 
4?xtent,  taken  in  a  literal  sense,  it  is  an  alteration  in  the 
building.  But  I  think  ^'  in"  is  to  be  taken  as  including 
-upon  as  well ;  so  that  the  covenant  may  read,  "  alter- 
ation  in  or  upon^'*^  and  cover  the  erection  which  the 
defendant  has  annexed  to  it.  Such  undoubtedly  was 
the  intention  of  the  parties ;  otherwise,  any  alteration 
of  the  exterior  of  the  building  would  be  no  breach  ; 
and  thf*  tenant  could  ri'raove  the  entire  front  of  his 
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store,  and  work  serious  injury  to  the  building,  under 
claim  that  it  was  not  an  alteration  '*in"  the  building. 

The  fair  construction  of  the  covenant,  therefore,  is- 
that  the  lessee  shall  not  make  any  alteration  of  the 
premises,  so  as  in  any  respect  to  change  them  from  the 
condition  they  were  in  when  he  made  his  covenant, 
without  first  obtaining  the  consent  of  his  landlord. 
Such  a  covenant  is  reasonable  and  proper.  It  is  for  the 
protection  of  the  owner  against  any  nuisance  l^y  his 
tenant,  and  in  aid  of  his  remedies  for  injury  to  his- 
property. 

Although  I  regard  the  acts  of  the  defendant  as 
violations  of  his  covenant,  yet  I  do  not  think  them 
suflScient  to  authorize  the  exercise  of  the  restraining 
power  of  the  court. 

The  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  rights  or  interests  are 
not  irreparable,  or  such  as  cannot  be  probably  satisfied 
at  law.  The  damages  for  the  breach  are,  I  think, 
capable  of  being  ascertained,  and  a  recovery  of  such 
damages  at  law  would  be  a  satisfaction,  and  would 
cover  the  continuance  of  the  injury,  as  well  as  the 
present  damage. 

But  another  remedy  at  law  is  provided.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  lease  the  lessor  has  reserved  the  right  to 
re-enter  for  covenants  broken,  and  may  maintain  his 
action  to  recover  possession  of  the  demised  premises. 

Where  the  remedy  or  remedies  at  law  are  adequate,, 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  exercise  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  has  shaped  his  case  so  as  to 
bring  it  within  equity  recognition,  by  alleging  that  the 
structure  is  being  erected  by  the  defendant  upon  one 
of  the  public  streets  of  the  city  of  New  York,  without 
lawful  authority,  and  is  injurious  to  the  private  inter- 
ests of  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  conceded  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the 
erection  of  the  shed  or  awning  in  question,  if  erected 
without  lawful  authority,  would  be  a  public  nuisance  ; 
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and  if  found  to  be  injurioaa  to  any  private  rights, 
would  be  amenable  to  the  restraining  power  of  the 
court,  at  the  suit  of  such  private  person. 

Conceding  this,  the  defendant  rests  upon  the  per- 
mission derived  from  the  city  authorities,  which  un- 
doubtedly will  justify  his  acts,  if  the  power  is  vested 
in  the  city  to  give  such  permission. 

A  purpresture  or  even  a  public  nuisance  cannot  be 
predicated  of  the  exercise  of  lawful  authority ;  and 
this  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of  the  question 
involving  the  power  of  the  municipal  authorities  of  this 
city  to  allow  or  permit  the  erection  and  continuance  of 
what,  without  the  requisite  power  to  permit,  would  be 
a  pablic  nnisance. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  aathority  is  derived  from  the 
charter  of  1870  {Latos  of  1870,  ch.  137),  which  pro- 
vides that  *^the  common  council  shall  have  power  to 
make,  continue,  modify  and  repeal  such  ordinances, 
regulations  and  resolutions  as  may  be  neressary  to 
carry  into  effect  any  and  all  the  powers  now  vested  in 
or  by  this  act  conferred  upon  the  corporation,  .  .  . 
and  to  make  such  ordinances  ...  in  the  matters 
and  for  the  purposes  following :  .  .  10.  To  regulate 
the  use  of  the  streets  and  sidewalks  for  signs,  sign- 
posts, awnings^  awning-posts,  and  horse- troughs." 

The  Sixth-avenue  and  Porty-eighth-street,  upon 
which  these  premises  are  situated,  were  taken  by  the 
city  authorities,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1813,  which  declares  that  the  city  "shall  become  and 
be^ized  in  fee"  of  all  such  lands  so  taken  ( Valentine's 
LawSy  1198).  But  the  seizin  or  title  of  the  city  is  quali- 
fied, however,  by  the  further  provision,  ^'7n  trusty 
neverihelesSy  that  the  same  be  appx^opriated  and  kept 
open  for,  or  as  part  of,  a  public  street,  avenue  .  .  . 
forever,  in  like  manner  as  the  other  public  streets, 
avenues  ...  in  said  city  are  and  of  right  ought 
to  be."    In  People  v.  Kerr,  27  JV.  ¥.,  188,  this  qualified 
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or  restricted  lee  in  the  city  is  said  to  be  more  than 
was  supposed  to  be  needed  by  the  public  in  the  case  of 
ordinary  roads.  But  the  court  say  (p.  197),  that  '*  the 
interest  or  estate  tlms  conferred  upon  the  city  is  lim- 
ited and  not  absolute — ^limited  by  the  purposes  of  the 
grant,  notwithstanding  the  broad  language  of  the  stat- 
ute." Again :  "the  grant  is  expressly  upon  trusty  for 
a  public  purpose,  that  the  lands  may  be  appropriated 
and  used  for  ever  as  public  streets.'' 

The  title  conferred  upon  this  public  agent  is  wholly 
for  public  purposes,  and  not  for  profit  or  emolument 
of  the  city.  .  .  .  The  city  has  neither  the  right  nor 
the  power  to  apply  any  such  property  to  other  than 
public  uses,  and  those  included  within  the  objects  of 
the  grant."  This  trust  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  general 
public,  not  for  the  adjacent  proprietors  alone,  nor  ^of 
the  inhabitants  or  citizens  of  New  York  [alone,  but  of 
the  whole  people.  In  Drake  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R. 
Co.,  7  Barb. J  608,  this  limitation  of  title  is  fully 
recognized. 

The  right  to  condemn  private  property  to  public  use 
is  one  of  the  highest  prerogatives  of  the  sovereign 
power.  It  is  conferred  in  all  organic  laws,  and  is  in- 
separable from  the  functions  of  government.  But  its 
exercise  is  carefully  controlled  within  the  limits  of  a 
public  necessity  ;  and  hence  when  such  public  necessity 
for  its  exercise  is  apparent,  everything  in  the  name  of 
private  interest  must  yield.  Salus  populi  suprema  lex. 
While,  therefore,  the  public  necessities  may  incite 
the  action  of  the  sovereign  power  to  condemn  to  its  use 
the  private  property  of  its  citizens,  it  can  only  be  done 
for  the  purposes  required ;  and  when  such  purpose 
ceases,  or  the  public  necessity  no  longer  exists,  the 
property  taken  may,  and  in  some  cases  does  revert  to 
the  original  owner ;  as  where  land  was  taken  under  the 
railroad  act  of  1848,  the  railroad  company  acquired 
it  only  during  the  continuance  of  the  corporation 
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{Laws  of  1848,  p.  228,  §  20 ;  Mahon  r.  New  York  Cen- 
ti-al  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  T.,  658).  Whether  in  the  event 
of  the  disuse  of  a  public  street  in  this  city,  which  had 
bi^n  appropriated  under  the  act  of  1813,  the  land 
would  revert  to  the  original  owner,  or  his  assigns,  it  is 
not  necessary  here  to  inquire.  It  is  enough,  for  tlie 
purposes  of  this  question,  that  the  city  holds  the  fee 
in  trust,  and  cannot,  without  the  amplest  authority, 
divert  its  use,  or  allow  its  use  to  be  diverted  from  the 
exclusive  public  use. 

The  principle  which  inhibits  or  limits  the  exercise 
of  the  legislative  power  over  private  property,  must 
necessarily  carry  us  to  the  extent,  that  after  having  ex- 
ercised the  right  for  the  purpose  and  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  constitution  of  the  State,  it  cannot 
afterwards  appropriate  property  thus  taken,  either 
wholly  or  in  part  to  private  uses.  Such  a  right  is  not 
found  in  the  organic  law,  and  is  opposed  by  its  letter 
and  spirit.  The  public  necessity  ceasing,  the  original 
right  of  the  sovereign  to  repossess  the  lands  would  cease 
also ;  and  the  doctrine  of  reverter  might  well  apply. 
So  long  as  the  public  remain  in  the  exclusive  enjoy- 
ment of  the  franchise  or  property,  the  title  acquired 
through  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
will  of  course  continue ;  but  whenever  such  exclusive 
enjoyment  is  interrupted  by  private  use,  however  sanc- 
tioned, the  purposes  of  the  grant  are  defeated. 

In  Drake  v.  Hudson  Eiver  R.  R.  Co.,  supra,  the 
power  of  the  corporation  over  the  streets  of  the  city 
was  held  to  be  such,  that  it  could  grant  permission  to  a 
railroad  company  to  use  a  portion  of  the  streets  for 
a  railroad  track. 

But  the  decision  rests  wholly  upon  the  ground  that 
such  use  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  common  or  public 
right.  It  was  not,  the  court  say,  ^incompatible  with 
the  trusts  of  public  streets,  and  the  simultaneous  use 
of  those  streets  by  other  carriages  and  vehicles,  and  for 
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all  the  purposes  to  which  streets  are  dedicated/'  Bat 
the  court  fully  sustains  the  right  of  the  public  to  the 
full  and  free  use  of  the  streets,  and  of  Individ  aals 
whose  tenements  front  upon  them.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  case  which  sanctions  any  use  of  the  public  streets 
for  merely  private  purposes.  Such  use  is  distinctly 
repudiated  and  denied. 

*  So  far  as  the  power  of  the  corporation  on  the  sub- 
ject is  sustained  by  that  decision,  it  must  be  regarded 
'  as  overruled  by  the  two  later  cases  of  Davis  v.  Mayor, 
&c.,  14  Hr.  T.  [4  Eern.],  606,  and  People  v.  Kerr,  27 
Id.  J  188.  In  the  case  of  Davis  it  was  held  that  use  of 
a  public  street  for  a  railroad  was  incompatible  with  the 
public  use ;  and  in  the  Kerr  case,  although  the  incon- 
sistency of  use  was  denied,  the  court  found  no  power 
in  the  corporation  to  make  the  grant,  but  sustained  the 
grant  by  the  legislature. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  power  given  by  the  charter  to 
pass  ordinances  for  the  regulation  of  the  use  of  the 
sidewalks  for  awnings,  &c.,  necessarily  implies  a  power 
to  allow  or  permit  the  erection  and  continuance  of 
awnings  by  individuals  for  private  purposes. 

The  diflSculty  with  this  position  is,  that  even  if  it 
was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  give  buch  power,  it 
is  not  given  by  any  express  terms,  and  being  sub- 
versive of  a  clear  public  right,  it  cannot  and  should  not 
be  implied.  It  is,  I  think,  very  clear  that  a  trust  created 
by  law  for  a  strictly  public  purpose,  cannot  be  diverted 
from  such  purpose,  and  converted  i^to  a  private  use. 
Bat  even  if  it  can  be  at  all,  it  must  be  done  by  express 
enactment,  and  never  can  be  inferred  from  or  as  being 
incidental  to  other  powers. 

In  Davis  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  supra^  the  corporation  had 
by  resolution  given  authority  to  the  railroad  company 
to  construct  their  railroad  in  and  upon  the  streets  of 
the  city.  That  resolution  was  passed  under  the  charter 
of  1849,  which  did  not  contain  the  words  found  in  the 
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cliarter  of  1870.  Bat  Judge  De^io,  after  overruling 
Drake  v,  Hudson  River  R.  Ri  Co.,  and  holding  that  a 
railroad  was  distinguished  from  every  other  species  of 
^^y>  says  (p.  517),  that  for  such  reason  the  establish- 
ment of  snch  a  road  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
conferred  npon  the  corporation  over  the  roads  and 
streets  in  that  city,  *'  and  that,  therefore,  the  resolution 
of  the  common  council  granting  the  right  was  without 
the  BC0x>e  of  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  and  was 
wholly  nnauthorized  and  illegal.'' 

In  People  v.  Kerr,  supra,  the  court,  while  sus- 
taining the  power  of  the  legislature  over  the  subject, 
was  compelled  to  adopt  the  principle  decided  in  the 
Drake  case,  and  to  limit  the  decision  in  the  Davis  case 
to  the  single  point,  of  authority  in  the  common  council 
to  make  the  grant.  And  the  court  there  held,  that  be- 
cause the  use  by  a  railroad  was  not  inconsistent  with 
the  public  use,  and  further  that  as  a  railroad  was,  at 
least  to  some  extent,  a  public  use,  the  legislature 
might  lawfully  allow  its  construction. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Kellinger  v.  Forty-second- street, 
Ac.  R.  R.  Co.,  (50  IT.  Z.,  206),  the  plaintiff  sought  to 
restrain  the  company  from  using  their  track  in  front 
of  his  premises.  In  reviewing  the  several  decisions, 
the  court  makes  from  them  all  the  general  deduction, 
that  railroads  being  for  a  public  use  were  within  the 
uses  to  which  the  streets  may  be  devoted.  The  court 
say  :  "The  fee  being  in  the  public,  the  legislative  au- 
thority cAn  lawfully  consent  to  modify,  regulate  or  en- 
large its  uses  for  the  benefit  of  the  public.^ ^ 

Whatever  may  be  the  conflict  of  decision  as  to  the 
use  by  a  railroad  being  inconsistent  with  the  public 
usQ  (and  the  following  may  be  referred  to  as  exhibiting 
such  conflict :  Drake  v.  Hudson  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  supra; 
Davis  V.  Mayor,  Id,;  People  «.  Kerr,  Id.;  Baldwin  v. 
Mayor,  2  Keyes,  387,  417  ;  Craig  r>.  Rochester  C.  &  B. 
R.  R.  Co.,  39  N.  7.,   404),  all  the  cases  place  their 
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decisions,  upholding  the  legislatioe  power,  upon  th^* 
ground  either  that  it  is  not  an  inconsistent  use,  or  tliat 
it  is  a  public  necessity,  and  therefore  a  taking  for 
public  use.  Without  one  or  the  other  of  these  ele- 
ments, no  case  that  I  (;an  find  admits  a  power  in  the 
legislature,  to  legalize  the  use  of  a  public  street  for 
private  purposes. 

In  the  case  before  me,  the  appropriation  of  a  part 
of  one  of  the  public  streets  of  the  city,  is  for  an  exclu- 
sive private  purpose. 

The  defendant  and  not  the  public  will  derive  the 
benefit  and  advantage  from  the  structure.  He  says  it 
is  needed  to  protect  the  goods  in  his  store  from  injury 
by  the  sun  ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  does  not 
intend  to  also  use  the  sidewalk  beneath  it,  as  a  mart 
for  the  exhibition  and  sale  of  his  goods ;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  some  other  and  less  objectionable  kind  of 
awning  might  not  be  used. 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  claimed  that  such  use  of  the 
street  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  public  use,  or  that  it 
is  for  a  public  purpose.  The  corporation,  holding 
the  streets  in  trust  for  the  public,  have  exceeded  their 
powers  in  attempting  to  authorize  such  appropriation, 
and  the  erection  and  continuance  of  the  structure  com- 
plained of  is,  in  my  judgment,  without  authority  of 
law. 

Any  use  of  a  public  street  incompatible  with  the 
public  use,  if  unauthorized  by  law,  whatever  may  be  its 
degree,  is  a  public  nuisance. 

An  appropriation  of  a  part  of  a  public  river  by  an 
individual,  without  grant,  is  a  nuisance  (Hart  r.  Mayor, 
&c.,  9  Wend.y  571.)  So,  a  continued  encroachment 
upon  a  street,  though  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a 
lawful  business  is  unjustifiable  (People  v.  Cunningham, 
1  Detiio^  524 ;  and  see  Moshier  v.  U.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  8 
Barh.,  45X7  \  Hecker  v.  N.  Y.  Bal.  Dock  Co.,  13  How. 
Ft.,  549 ;  People  d.  Vanderbilt,  24  Id.,  301).    In  Irvm 
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r.  Wood  (4  Rcibt.^  138),  an  opening  in  a  sidewalk  (coal 
Slide)  for  private  purposes,  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance. 

Any  person  who  sustains  a  private  injury  from  the 
erection  or  continuance  of  a  public  nuisance  may 
maintain  an  action.  In  people  v.  Kerr,  supra^  the 
court  saj' (p.  193),  ''any  person  who  suffers  a  private 
and  peculiar  Injury  from  the  commission  of  a  public 
nuis:ince,  may  maintain  his  own  individual  action  for 
redress  or  prevention  of  the  wrong;''  and  in  Davis  v. 
Mayor,  &c.,  supra^  it  is  said  to  be  "well  settled  that 
when  such  an  offense  occasions,  or  is  likely  to  occa- 
sion, a  sp^^cial  injury  to  an  individual,  which  cannot 
well  be  compensated  in  damages,  equity  will  entertain 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  at  his  suit." 

The  private  and  peculiar  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  is, 
I  think,  suflSciently  manifest.  The  effect  of  the  struc- 
ture erected  by  the  defendant  is,  to  deprive  the  plain- 
tifT,  in  part  at  least,  of  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  his 
property.  And  any  unlawful  interruption  of,  or  in- 
terference with,  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  of  an 
other's  property,  by  creating  or  continuing  a  public 
nuisance,  renders  such  person  amenable  to  an  action. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  hurtful  to  health 
or  noxious  to  the  senses  ;  if  it  interferes  with  the 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  life  or  of  property,  it  be- 
coirfes  a  nuisance,  abatable  at  the  suit  of  private  per- 
sons. 

It  has  be^^n  urged  that  an  authority  in  the  corpora- 
tion can  be  found  in  its  long  and  very  frequent  exercise 
of  the  power  in  different  parts  of  the  city.  But  judic- 
ially I  cannot  admit  the  force  of  this.  If  the  corpora- 
tion has  not  the  poWer,  the  assumption  of  it,  in  any 
number  of  instances,  will  not  create  such  power.  It 
must  be  found  to  exis^  outside  of  its  own  practices  and 
precedents. 

It  18  also  suggested  that  the  process  of  injunction 
should  be  withheld,  because,  neither  the  owner  of  the 
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fee  nor  the  actual  occupants  complain.     It  is  enough, 
I  think,  that  the  plaintiflf  is  sustaining  injury  by  the 
defendant's  unauthorized  act.     He  has  a  right  to  com 
plain,  and  I  think  I  have  shown  that  he  is  not  bound 
to  resort  to  an  action  at  law  for  damages. 

The  case  in  this  court  of  Masterson  v.  Short,  having 
been  decided  one  way,  on  the  motion  for  an  injunction 
(3  Abb.  Fr.  N.  51,  154),  and  the  other  way,  on  the  trial 
of  the  action  (7  Robt^  299),  it  creates  no  embarrassment 
in  the  decision  of  this  case. 

A  part  of  the  relief  sought  is  a  compulsory  judg- 
ment requiring  the  removal  of  the  structure.  Such  re- 
lief could  not  be  obtained  at  law. 

My  examination  of  the  questions  upon  this  motion 
has  led  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  permission  granted 
by  the  corporation  of  New  York  to  erect  the  shed  or 
awning  upon  one  of  the  public  streets  of  the  city^  is 
and  was  not  authorized  by  law. 

That  being  erected  in  such  place,  without  sanction 
of  law,  it  is  a  public  nuisance  and  as  such  being  in- 
jurious to  the  private  interests  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is 
entitled  to  a  continuance  of  the  injunction. 

The  fear  expressed  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  a 
decision  adverse  to  the  defendant  might  disturb  a  very 
large  number  of  similar  structures,  even  if  it  was  well 
grounded,  could  not  influence  the  decision  in  this  case. 

But  I  do  not  think  there  is  much  ground  for  it.  It 
is  only  by  a  person  specially  injured  that  an  action  will 
lie.     Such  cases  are  and  must  be  very  few. 

Motion  to  continue  injunction  granted,  with  costs. 
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COULTER  against  MURRAY. 

J^eu)  TarJc  Common  Fleas  ;  Special  Term^  November^ 

1873. 

Police  Justices. — Injunction. 

The  term  of  office  of  police  justice  in  the  city  of  New  York,  is  not 
vested  by  the  constitution ;  but  is  subject  to  legislative  control. 

An  injunction  does  not  issue  to  restrain  a  party  from  taking  possession 
of  an  office  and  its  books  and  papers,  under  color  of  title  thereto.* 

Application  for  a  permanent  injunction. 
ETbridge  T.  Gerry ^  for  plaintiflF. 

John  K,  Porter^  Dorman  B.  JEatoUy  Nelson  J. 
Waterbury^  and  James  M.  Smithy  for  defendants. 

Labremore,  J. — It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  in 
this  action  that  at  a  general  election  held  in  the  city  oi 
New  York,  December  7,  1869,  the  plaintiff  was  elected 
to  the  oflSce  of  police  justice  for  the  seventh  judicial 
district  of  said  city  for  the  term  of  six  years  from 
January  1,  1870,  of  which  election  a  certificate  in  due 
form  was  issued  by  the  proper  authorities.     That  on 

*  Compare  Palmer  «.  Foley,  45  How,  Pr,,  110;  aflirming  and  mod- 
ifying 44  Id.y  808,  where  it  was  held  that  an  officer  who  is  disturbed 
in  the  exercise  of  his  office  by  a  person  claiming  to  be  deputy  under 
an  aUeged  appointment  by  a  third  officer,  the  validity  of  which  the 
principal  disputes,  may  have  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  claimant 
from  entering  upon  or  interfering  with  the  duties  of  the  office  until 
his  right  to  the  office  has  been  duly  established.  This  is  not  a 
mere  case  of  trespass;  and  an  injunction  is  a  proper  remedy  in  lieu 
of  others  which  might  produce  confusion,  disorder  and  public  incon- 
Tcnience. 

H.  8.— XY. — 9 
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the  day  last  named  he  took  the  oath  of  office  and 
entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  such  police 
justice,  and  has  ever  since  continued  to  discharge  the 
same  ;  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  emoluments  thereof^  and 
to  hold  and  possess  the  books  and  papers  belonging 
thereto.  That  on  February  11,  1870,  the  attorney 
general,  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  upon  the  relation  of  the  defendant  Murray,  did 
commence  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  gico  warranto  to 
try  plaintiff's  title  to  said  office,  to  which  it  was  therein 
alleged  said  Murray  was  elected  and  entitled.  That 
issue  was  joined  therein,  and  said  proceeding  is  still 
pending.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  defendants 
have  unlawfully  confederated  and  conspired  together 
to  interrupt  the  plaintiff  in  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  said  office,  and  oust  him  therefrom  on  No- 
vember 4, 1873 ;  that  defendants  have  openly  threatened 
to  do  so  by  force  and  violence  as  well  as  to  institute  a 
prosecution  against  him  in  case  he  should  refuse  to  de- 
liver possession  of  said  office  on  demand  thereof  by  the 
defendants  ;  that  they  did  eecretly  assemble  at  a  time 
and  place  stated,  and  did  then  and  there  unlawfully 
conspire  and  agree,  and  did  designate  the  defendant 
Murray  as  the  person  in  whose  name  and  under  whose 
direction  the  wrongs  and  violence  apprehended  and 
complained  of  should  be  done. 

The  plaintiff  then  asks  the  judgment  of  the  court 
that  the  defendants,  individually  and  collectively,  their 
attorneys  and  agents,  be  enjoined  from  doing,  or  caus- 
ing to  be  done,  any  of  said  acts,  or  from  interrupting 
or  embarrassing  him  in  the  exercise  of  the  duties  of  his 
said  office  until  the  expiration  of  the  term  thereof,  op 
until  lihal  judgment  shall  be  rendered  against  him  in 
said  action  of  quo  warranto  ;  and  that  they  be  further 
enjoined  from  intruding  on  him  in  said  office,  or  from 
making  any  demand  for  the  books  and  papers  belong- 
ing thereto,  or  from  instituting  any  proceeding  for  the 
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recovery  thereof,  otherwise  than  by  an  action  ol  gtco 
warrarUo. 

The  question  might  hpre  be  raised,  whether,  upon 
the  facts  stated,  a  criminal  conspiracy  has  not  been 
established  for  which  the  law  has  provided  an  adequate 
remedy,  and  for  the  prevention  of  which  a  court  of 
equity  would  refuse  to  interfere. 

But  the  affidavits  of  the  defendants,  read  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  application,  explain  and  define  the  real 
position  of  the  parties  to  this  contest. 

The  defendants  allege  that  on  May  17,  1873,  an  act 
was  passed  by  the  legislature  of  this  State,  entitled 
'*  An  act  to  secure  better  administration  in  the  police 
courts  of  the  city  of  New  York"  {Laws  of  1873,  ch. 
638),  providing  for  the  appointment  of  police  justices 
in  said  city,  and  abolishing  all.  existing  provisions  of 
law  for  the  election  of  such  officers.  That  in  said  act 
it  is  further  provided  that  when  appointments  of  police 
justices  shall  have  been  made  as  therein  prescribed^ 
all  the  powers,  authority  and  duty  appertaining  to 
any  police  justice  in  said  city,  or  which  might  apper- 
tain to  any  such  justice  then  in  office  under  laws  there- 
tofore existing,  should  belong  to  and  be  exercised  and 
p«»rformed  by  the  police  justices  appointed  thereunder. 
That  at  the  time  when  the  justices  so  to  be  appointed 
shall  acquire  the  powers  aforesaid,  the  tenure,  salaries 
and  authority  of  the  police  justices  theretofore  existing 
in  said  city  should  cease  and  determine. 

That  the  officers  last  named  are  by  said  act  required 
to  deliver  all  the  papers,  documents  and  records  apper- 
taining to  their  said  office  to  such  new  police  j  ustices, 
who  are  authorized  to  continue  and  complete  any 
pending  inquiry,  action  and  proceeding  in  the  police 
courts  or  special  sessions. 

The  defendants  further  allege  that  in  pursuance  of 
said  act  of  May  17,  1873,  they  have  been  duly  appointed 
and  commissioned  as  police  justices  of  the  city  of  New 
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York,  and  they  severally  deny  that  plaintiff  is  a  police 
justice  of  said  city,  or  that  he  has  any  right  to  said 
office.  The  equities  are  thus  as  broadly  denied  as 
though  an  answer  had  been  interposed  (Perkins  v.  War- 
ren, 6  Bow.  Pr.,  341).  The  plaintiff  has  not  traversed 
the  statement  of  the  defendants  as  to  their  appointment 
under  such  act,  but  insists  that  the  same,  as  to  him,  is 
unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  decisive  question  in  this  case  has  a  direct  rela- 
tion to  the  character  of  the  office  which  plaintiff  seeks  to 
retain,  viz  :  Is  a  police  justice  of  the  city  of  New  York 
a  constitutional  officer,  within  the  purview  and  meaning 
of  the  constitution  of  1846  i 

It  is  therein  provided  that.  "  All  judicial  officers  of 
•cities  and  villages,  and  all  such  judicial  officers  as  may 
be  created  therein  by  law,  shall  be  elected  at  such 
times  and  in  such  manner  as  the  legislature  may 
•direct"  {Const  o/1846,  art.  6,  §  18.) 

When  the  convention  met  to  frame  said  instrument 
there  existed,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  two  classes  of 
justices  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  viz:  Special  justices 
and  assistant  justices,  appointed  by  the  common 
oouncil  of  said  city.  In  the  organization  of  inferior 
tribunals  by  said  convention,  the  said  special  and  as- 
sistant justices  were  excepted,  and  their  subsequent 
jurisdiction  and  continuance  left  to  the  action  of  the 
law  (See  Debates  Const.  Convention  1846,  pp.  818, 
820). 

Thus  from  being  permanent  officers,  as  they  were 
under  the  constitution  of  1822  (art.  4,  §  14),  they  were 
left  as  appointive  officers  by  the  constitution  of  1846 
subject  to  legislative  action.  Such  action  was  taken 
March  30,  1848,  whereby  the  terms  of  said  officers  were 
abridged  and  the  offices  held  by  them  abolished. 

By  an  act  passed  March  80,  1848,  entitled  "An  act 
in  relation  to  justices  and  police  courts  in  the  city  of 
New  York''  {Laws  of  1848,  ch.  153),  said  city  was 
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divded  into  six  judicial  districts,  in  eacli  of  which  it 
was  directed  that  one  police  justice  should  be  elected 
for  the  term  of  four  years,  and  who  should  have  all  the 
powers  and  perform  all  the  duties  of  the  special  justices, 
for  preserving  the  peace  in  said  city,  which  last  named 
office  was  thereby  abolished. 

This  (so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  find)  is  the  first 
statutory  mention  of  the  office  of  police  justice  for  said 
city. 

It  is  a  new  and  distinct  office,  not  in  existence  whea 
the  Constitution  of  1846  took  effect,  but  was  established 
in  pursuance  of  its  provisions. 

Subsequent  legislation  increased  the  number  of 
judicial  districts  in  said  city,  and  on  April  28,  1869,. 
an  act  was  passed  defining  the  seventh  judicial  district 
of  said  city,  and  providing  for  the  election  of  a  police- 
justice  therein,  who  should  Iiold  office  for  six  years- 
from  January  1,  1870  (Laws  o/1869,  ch.  377.) 

Under  this  act  plaintiff  claims  to  have  been  elected 
to  office,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  the  same  until 
the  expiration  of  the  terra  prescribed  therein.  Such 
claim  has  no  legal  foundation,  so  far  as  it  affects  this 
application. 

If  he  had  been  in  possession  of  a  constitutional 
office  on  January  1, 1870  (the  day  when  the  amended 
judiciary  article  of  1867  took  etfect),  lie  would  have  had 
a  legal  right  to  hold  the  same  until  the  expiration  of 
the  term  thereof  (People  v.  Gardner,  45  If.  Z.,  812). 

But  the  office  in  question  being  a  local  and  inferior 
one,  was  (by  section  14,  article  6  of  the  Constitution  of 
1846),  subject  to  legislative  control  and  action.   The  only 
constitutional  restriction    imposed  upon  such  action 
was  that  said  office,  while  it  existed,  should  be  elective. 

The  legislature  had  the  power  to  abolish  the  same,, 
or  abridge  the  tenure  th<Teof  (People  v,  Morrell,  21 
Wend.,  562;  Sill  o.  Village  of  Corning,  15  N.  7.,  297; 
Brandon  g.  Avery,  S2  Id.,  469). 
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The  amended  judiciary  article  6  of  1867  provides 
(section  18)  that  **ali  other  judicial  oflBcers  in  cities, 
whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for  in  (that)  article,  shall  be  chosen  by  the  elect- 
ors of  cities,  or  appointed  by  some  local  authorities 
thereof." 

Under  this  provision  the  said  act  of  May  17,  1873, 
was  passed,  abridging  plaintiff's  term  of  office,  and 
conferring  the  powers  and  duties  thereof  uj}on  the 
officer  or  officers  named  in  said  act. 

The  act  last  mentioned  repeals  the  acts  of  March  30, 
1848,  and  April  28,  1869,  by  implication.  The  one  is 
inconsistent  with  the  others.  Tlie  plaintiff  is  stripped 
of  all  power  and  authority  as  a  magistrate,  and  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  that  his  duties  and  func- 
tions should  cease  by  the  time  specified,  is  clear  and 
unequivocal  (Harrington  v.  Trustees  of  Rochester,*  10 
Wend.,  551 ;  Brown  v.  Ofiborne,  2  Cow.^  457 ;  People 
V.  Deming,  1  Bilt.,  274;  1  Kent  Com.,  524). 

It  would  thus  appear  that  the  equities  of  the  case 
are  strongly  in  defendant's  favor,  and  that  they  are 
entitled  to  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction. 

The  cases  cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel  do  not  author- 
ize his  application.  In  re  Baker,  11  Sow.  Pr.,  439  ;  In 
re  Whiting,  2  Barb.,  518 ;  Welch  v.  Cook,  7  Ifow.  Pr., 
178;  People  v.  Allen,  42  Barb.,  203;  Conover's  Case, 
6  Abb.  Pr.,  74,  were  cases  in  which  proceedings  were 
taken  under  the  statute  to  compel  the "  delivery  of 
books  and  papers  by  a  ^  /a^to  to  a  de  jure  officer. 
None  of  these  authorities  sustain  the  proposition  so 
ably  contended  for,  that  injunctive  process  should  be 
issued  to  restrain  a  party  from  taking  possession  of  the 
books  and  papers  of  an  office,  under  a  color  of  title 
thereto.  On  the  contrary,  the  opposite  theory  prevails, 
that  title  to  an  office  can  only  be  tried  in  a  proceeding 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  (People  v.  Stevens,  6 
SUl,   616;   People  v.  Mattier;   Hart  v.   Harvey,   32 
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Barb.,  64;  Mott  v.  Connolly,  50  itf.,  516;  People  v. 
Cook,  8  N.  T.  [4  Seld.l^  70 ;  Mayor  t>.  Conover,  6  Abh. 
Pt.,  171 ;  People  v.  Stevens,  2  Abh.  Pr,  JV.  8.j  353; 
Hall  V.  Luther,  13  Wend.  491;  Smith  v.  Mayor,  1 
Daly,  219). 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  act  of  May  17,  1873,  is 
in  violation  of  section  16,  article  3,  of  the  Constitution, 
and  therefore  void.  That  it  is  a  local  bill,  and  em- 
braces .more  than  one  subject  not  expressed  in  its  title. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  open  to  this  criticism.  Each  of 
its  provisions  has  a  natural  and  necessary  connection 
with  the  proposed  plan  of  administration  of  the  courts 
in  question,  and  the  subjects  referred  to  therein  are 
germane,  and  fully  expressed  in  its  title  (Conover  v. 
Mayor,  6  If.  T.  [1  Seld.,  294 ;  In  re  Wakker,  3  Barb., 
162). 

The  injunction  should  be  dissolved.* 


KLINCK  against  KELLY. 

Swpreine  Court,  First  District;   Special  Terrrty 

1873. 

Double  Costs. 

Double  costs,  when  allowed  under  the  statute,  are  computed  on  the 
whole  taxed  bill,  incluiling  disbursements. 

In  this  action,  which  was  brought  by  Seth  H. 
Klinck  against  John  Kelly,  sheriflf,  &c.,  the  clerk,  on 
adjusting  defendant's  costs,  after  a  verdict  in  his  favor, 
allowed  to  him,  as  *' double  costs,''  one-half  the  whole 

*  No  appeal  was  taken,  but  tlie  action  was  discontinued. 


186  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Elinck  V.  Kelly. 


taxed  bill  of  costs  and  disbursements.  There  having 
been  a  new  trial  ordered  in  the  action,  the  clerk  allowed 
to  defendant  five  circuit  term  fees,  after  the  order  for  a 
new  trial,  in  addition  to  five  like  term  fees  before  the 
first  trial. 

Plaintiff  appealed  to  the  special  term  from  this 
adjustment. 

Orlando  L.  St^wart^  for  plaintiff, — Argued  that  the 
provisions  of  3  Rev  Staf.j  908,  §  4,  in  connection  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  as  to  costs,  limited  the  allow- 
ance of  double  costs  to  the  items  designated  as  costs  in 
the  Code.  Also,  that  under  §  307  of  the  Code,  no  more 
than  five  term  fees  could  be  allowed. 

•/.  a.  Cumin ff,  for  defendant,  the  sheriff, — Cited  as 
to  double  costs,  Code^  §  303  (allowing  certain  sums 
'*  termed  costs,"  but  not  enacting  that  any  item  pre- 
viously denominated  or  treated  as  costs,  should  cease 
so  to  be),  Roys  v.  Willet  [MS.  Opinion  Bosworth,  J.^ 
1861];*  Jackson  v.  Lynch,  Superior  Court,  32  How. 

*  In  Koys  v.  Willet,  which  was  an  action  against  the  sheiifl,  in 
which  he  prevailed,  the  clerk  taxed  the  whole  bill  of  costs  and  dU- 
Imrsements,  and  to  the  gross  sum  added  one-half  as  double  costs,  and 
the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  court. 

The  portion  of  the  opinion  (by  Boswobth,  J.)  relating  to  this 
point  was  as  follows : 

Fourth :  As  to  double  costs. 

Bartle  v.  Oilman,  18  N,  T.,  260,  determines  that  the  proyisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  giving  double  costs  to  public  officers  (2  Esu, 
8taL,  617,  §  24),  is  not  repealed  by  the  Code. 

Not  being  repealed,  that  law  prescribes  what  items  are  to  be 
computed  in  fixing  the  sum  to  be  paid  as  double  costs. 

Sections  24  and  25  (2  Bev.  Stat,  617),  show  what  is  meant  by- 
double  costs.  They  consist  (first)  of  the  whole  sum  included  in  a 
bill  of  costs,  and  taxed  as  costs,  and  (second)  of  one-half  that  sum, 
in  addition  to  the  ordinary  or  single  bill  of  taxed  costs  (Patchin  «. 
Parkhurst,  9  Wend,,  443;  SUinland  v.  Ludlum,  S  B.dfO.j  889). 

The  Code,  §§  258,  308,  abolished  all  laws  regulating  «*  the  costs  or 
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Pr.,  93 ;  Code,  §  471 ;  Bartle  v,  Gilmrin,  18  If.  T.,  262, 
264,  265;  Chadwick  v.  Brother,  4  JSTow.  Pr.,  284;  3 
jRev.  Stat.,  909,  §  5. 

Fanoher,  J. — Where  a  sheriff  succeeds  in  his  de- 
fense, he  is  entitled  to  "double"  costs,  including  dis- 
bursements ;  that  is,  to  the  adjusted  bill  of  costs  and 
disbursements,  fifty  per  cent,  more  must  be  added.  The 
statute  as  to  double  costs  is  not  affected  by  the  Code. 

Subdivision  7  of  section  307  of  the  Code  allows  but 
f/oe  term  fees,  and  no  more.  All  above  that  number 
must  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 


DAY  against  STONE. 

New  TorJc  Common  Pleas  ;  General  Term,  1873, 

Parties. — Executors  and  Administrators. — In- 
dividual AND  Representative  CAPAOiTy. — 

Joinder  of  Actions. 

In  the  complaint  in  an  action  against  the  administrator  of  a  deceased 
agent,  to  compel  an  accounting,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  may  ask  judgment 
against  the  administrator  individually  for  the  payment  of  moneys, 


fees  of  attorneys,  solicitors  and  counsel  in  civil  actions,"  and  in  liev 
thereof  gave  to  the  prevailing  party  certain  sums  by  way  of  indcm> 
nity ;  which  sums  or  allowance  it  denominates  costs.  But  it  does  not 
interfere  with  the  rates  of  compensation  to  witnesses  or  jurors,  nor 
enact  that  any  item  previously  denominated  or  treated  as  costs,  and  still 
taxed  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  party,  shall  cease  to  be  so  denom- 
.  inated  or  regarded. 

The  principle  on  which  the  clerk  acted  in  doubling  the  costa,  is  the 
trae  one. 
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and  the  delivery  of  books  and  specific  property,   belonging  to 
pla'iDtiff,  which  came  to  the  deceased  as  such  agent,  and  which  the 
defendant  has  possession  of  and  refuses  to  deliver.* 
This  is  not  joining  two  causes  of  action. 

Austin  G.  Day  sued  Harriet  A.  Stone  individually 
and  as  administratrix. 

The  complaint  alleged,  that  plaintiff  had  been  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling 
certain  goods ;  that  he  employed  Israel  Stone,  as  his 
agent,  at  a  monthly  salary,  and  on  going  abroad  he 
gave  Stone  a  power  of  attorney  to  sign  and  indorse 
checks  for  him.  That  Stone  continued  in  his  employ 
as  such  agent  for  about  two  years,  when  he  died ;  and 
that  while  so  employed  Stone  had  no  other  income  and 
no  other  property  but  his  salary,  except  a  little  tuf- 
niture.  That  as  plaintiff 's  agent  he  had  received  about 
ninety  thousand  dollars  which  he  had  never  accounted 
for;  and  (on  information  and  belief)  there  were  in  his 
hands  at  his  death  about  thirty-five  thousand  dollars  of 
plaintiff's  money.  That  he  had  on  deposit  in  bank 
in  his  own  name  over  twelve  thousand  dollars  of  plain- 
tiff's money,  on  which  neither  he  nor  his  estate  had 
any  claim.     That  in  addition  thereto  he  had  as  such 

*  In  a  common  law  action  against  an  executor  or  administrator 
the  plaintiff  cannot  join,  with  causes  of  action  against  the  representa- 
tive in  his  capacity  as  such,  demands  against  him  individuaUy ;  and 
this  rule  has  been  extended  to  exclude  demands  arising  in  respect  of 
the  estate,  if  such  as  render  the  executor  solely  liable  in  the  first 
instance  (Ferrin  «.  Myrick,  41  N.  F.,  815;  Austin  u.  Munroe,  47  /d., 
860,  afiiiming  4  Lan8.,  67.  But  sec  Tradesmen's  Bank  e.  MeFeeby,  61 
Barb.,  522). 

This  principle,  however,  cannot  properly  be  applied  to  preclude  a 
court  of  equity  from  settling  all  the  claims  of  a  creditor  of  the  estate, 
both  in  respect  of  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  representative,  and 
in  respect  of  property  of  the  plainti fi*  which  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
representative  from  the  decedent.  The  fact  that  the  judgment  may  be 
partly  against  the  assets  and  partly  against  the  defendant  individually 
ia  no  objection ;  for  this  may  be  the  result  in  any  action  against  a 
trustee  where  he  has  made  himself  personally  liable. 


NEW  SERIES:    Vol.  XV.  139 

Day  V,  Stone. 

^gent  certain  stock  of  a  corporation  (fully  described) 

standing  in  his  name^  bnt  belonging  to  plaintiff.    Tliat 

the  surrogate  issued  letters  to  defendant  as  the  ad- 

'Dinistratrix  of  Stone,  and  that  she  thereby  had  drawn 

the  moneys  out  of  bank  and  had  obtained  possession 

'>f  the  certificate  of  stock  and  all  the  papers  and  books 

^^  the  business,  and  had  removed  them  to  some  place 

'iDknown,  and  had  refused  on  demand  to  return  them. 

*^t  she  is  irresponsible ;  and  drew  the  moneys  from 

the  hank  knowing:  that  she  had  no  right  to  them. 

7bat  before  bringing  this  action,  plaintiff  had  de- 
•"^^nded  of  her  as  administratrix  the  moneys,  books, 
*^- ,  and  duly  offered  to  refer  the  claim,  bnt  she  refused 
to    comply.     That  many  of  the  aforesaid   acts   she 
<5lainied  to  do  in  her  individual  capacity.    That  the 
sarrogate  had  not  ample  jurisdiction  to  settle  the  con- 
troversy, and  plaintiff  had  no  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
Wherefore  he  asked  judgment,  1.  For  an  injunc- 
t^^n.    3.  For  payment  of  the  bank  deposit.    3.  For  re- 
payment of  advances  made  by  plaintiff,  to  be  ascer- 
**itied  by  an  acounting.    4.  For  a  delivery  and  transfer 
^^    the  stock.    5.  For  a  surrender  of  the  plaintiff's 
l^^^ks  and  papers.     6.  For  an  accounting  and  pay- 
^^Bt  of  moneys  due  from  the  intestate  to  plaintiff ;  and, 
7,  Por  general  relief. 

Defendant  demurred  for  misjoinder  of  a  cause  of 
action  against  her  individually,  and  a  cause  of  action 
Against  her  as  administratrix. 

Robinson,  J.— K  I  had  any  doubt  on  the  question 
presented,  which  I  have  not,  the  case  of  Christy  v. 
Libby,  in  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.^  192  controls.  Demurrer 
overruled,  with  leave  to  answer  on  usual  terms. 

Defendant  appealed. 

W.  McDermoU  for  defendant,  appellant. — I.  The 
complaint  sets  out  two  separate  causes  of  action  ;  one 
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against  the  defendant,  as  admijiistrcUri^y  and  one 
against  the  defendant  personally.  1.  As  to  the  caase 
of  action  against  the  defendant  as  administratrix  :  The 
complaint  alleges  that  plaintiff  remitted  to  Israel  Stone, 
in  his  lifetime,  about  ten  thousand  dollars  in  cash,  and 
that  said  Israel  Stone  received  about  eighty  thousand 
dollars,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his  death  there  was 
thirty -five  thousand  dollars  unexpended  in  his  hands. 
The  complaint  does  not  state  that  this  money  ever 
came  into  defendant's  possession  ;  therefore  the  claim 
against  her  for  that  amount  must  be  against  her  oi 
administratrix,  and  not  individually.  The  complaint 
also  alleges  a  presentation  to  the  defendant,  as  admin- 
istratrix, of  a  claim  for  the  money  due  from  the  in- 
testate at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  demands  judgment 
against  the  defendant,  as  adviinistratriXy  for  thirty- 
five  thousand  dollars.  2.  As  to  the  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant  individually:  The  complaint 
alleges  that  the  defendant  has  become  possessed  of 
twelve  thousand  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  dollars 
and  fifteen  cents,  and  of  certain  books  and  papers  be- 
longing to  plaintiff,  and  demands  judgment  against 
her,  individually,  for  tlie  twelve  thousand  one  hun- 
dred and  eighty-eight  dollars  and  fifteen  cents,  and  for 
possession  of  the  books.  The  plaintiff  claims  this  to  be 
an  equitable  action  against  the  defendant  to  recover 
money  and  property  belonging  to  him,  which  have 
come  into  possession  of  defendant,  but  the  answer  to 
this  is,  that  the  complaint  alleges  a  cause  of  action  for 
money,  which  did  not  come  into  defendant's  posses- 
sion, but  for  which  he  demands  judgment  against  the 
estate  of  Israel  Stone.  In  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ant to  recover  money  or  property  belonging  to  plaintiff 
which  came  into  her  possession,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
make  her,  as  administratrix,  a  party.  If  she  claimed 
to  hold  the  money  and  property  as  administratrix,  she 
would  have  to  set  up  such  claim  in  her  answer.    It  i« 
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^proper  to  join  in  one  complaint  prayers  for  relief 

•gainst  the  defendant  individually,  and  in  his  capacity 

•8  executor  (McMahon  v.  Allen,  1  HiU.y  103.  Lucas  v. 

^ew  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.,^245  ;  Warth  v. 

Kadde,  18  Abb.  Pr.,  396  ;  Wiltsie  v.  Beardsley,  Hill. 

*  Z>.,  186).     By  section  167  of  the  Code,  subdivision  7, 

■^veral  causes  of  action  may  be  united  against  a  trustee, 

HP"  virtue  of  a  contract  or  by  operation  of  law. 

Amos  O.  HuUy  for  plaintiff,  respondent. — I.   The 
^^Ooplaint  is  authorized  by  section  167  of  the  Code, 
^^'^gal  and  equitable  relief  may  be  adjudged  under  one 
<^i3iplaint  (Phillips  v.  Gorham,  17  N.  F.,  274).    The 
^'^Xiden  of  this  complaint  is  against  the  defendant  for 
*^l$ing  the  property  and  all  muniments  of  title,  and  ap- 
propriating it  to  her  own  use,  knowing  it  to  be  plain- 
^^^'s.    She  admits  that  knowledge  by  the  demurrer. 
^  ow,  if  an  answer  should  be  put  in,  how  many  acts  in 
^Viis  drama  she  will  claim,  on  the  trial  to  have  done  in 
^er  individual  capacity,  and  how  many  in  her  capacity 
^  administratrix,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  until  a 
trial  shall  be  had.     Should  we  sue  her  as  administratrix 
tione,  she  might  answer :  here  is  the  property,  this  is 
all  that  has  come  into  my  possession  as  administratrix, 
a  few  hundred  dollars.    We  ask  for  the  books,  papers, 
documents,   and    other   moneys    that  came  into  her 
hands  from  this  deceased  agent  of  ours,  and  she  replies 
they  are  mine,  they  were  transferred  to  me  individually  ; 
the  estate  has  nothing  to  do  with  them.    We  could  not 
go  beyond  the  scope  of  our  complaint  in  examining 
her,  and  the  ends  of  justice  would  be  defeated.  Hence 
we  make  oar  complaint  broad  enough  to  examine  her 
individually,  and  ask  relief  against  her  individually,  as 
well  as  against  her  as  administratrix.    But  suppose  we 
had  sued  her  individually,  she  would  have  had  a  right 
to  oome  in  and  say  that  the  estate  should  be  joined. 
She  no  doubt  would  say  the  plaintiff's  agent  has  died 
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without  haying  accoanted,  and  I,  his  administratrix, 
have  taken  possession  of  all  the  effects  fonnd  in  the 
possession  of  the  intestate.  Perhaps  some  of  this 
property  is  the  plaintiff's,  and  some  belongs  to  the 
estate  of  the  agent.  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  his 
from  the  plaintiff's.  Let  the  plaintiff  make  the  estate 
also  a  party,  and  then  I  shall  be  in  a  position  to  answer. 
This  she  would  have  a  right  to  say,  as  we  contend. 
That  proposition  being  conceded,  and  the  demurrer 
cannot  be  sustained.  Again,  suppose  "A"  dies  with- 
out children,  leaving  a  widow  and  real  estate  and  a 
will  devising  certain  personal  property  to  the  widow 
on  condition  that  she  releases  her  dower  in  the  real 
estate ;  the  balance,  including  the  real  estate,  is  devised 
to  a  nephew  in  trust,  and  the  widow  is  appointed 
executrix  and  trustee  under  the  will.  She  executes 
the  release  of  dower  and  delivers  it,  but  before  it  is  re- 
corded she  borrows  the  release  under  some  plausible 
pretext,  and  refuses  to  return  it.  She  commences 
squandering  the  trust  estate  and  committing  waste  on 
the  real  estate.  The  period  has  arrived  in  which  the 
cestui  que  trust  is  entitled  to  the  estate.  He  files  his 
bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  widow  from  committing 
waste,  and  for  an  accounting  ;  and  in  the  same  bill  he 
asks  a  decree  that  cho  widow  be  directed  to  return  the 
release  of  dower,  to  the  end  that  it  might  be  recorded 
and  tiie  cloud  removed  from  the  title  to  the  estate. 
Would  any  good  lawyer  contend  that  such  a  bill 
would  be  obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  multifariousness  1 
I  think  not.  If  such  a  bill  could  be  maintained,  much 
more  can  this.  Such  a  bill  has.  been  maintained. 
Every  particle  of  relief  we  ask  grows  out  of  one  trans- 
action, namely,  the  agency  of  the  deceased,  in  having 
the  custody  and  control  of  the  plaintiff's  property 
while  abroad,  and  the  defendant's  sales,  and  illegal 
•  interference  therewith  by  the  defendant  under  the  claim 
of  being  administratrix  of  the  estate.    As  bearing  on 
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the  question,  although  not  precisely  in  point,  I  cite 
^eirland  v.  Champion,  1  Ves.,  106 ;  Doran  v.  Simp- 
son, 4  Id.,  651 ;  Beufnld  v.  Saloman,  9  Id.,  86. 
II.  This  question  has  been  substantially  adjudged 

8t  a  general  term  of  this  court  (Christy  v.  Libby,  6 

^bb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  192.) 

By  the  Court.—  J.  P.  Daly,  J.— There  is  but  one 
cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint.  It  is  against  the 
administratrix  of  the  plaintiff's  deceased  agent,  and  it 
is  brought  to  obtain  an  accounting  to  obtain  certain 
btock,  books  and  papers,  the  property  of  plaintiff, 
judgment-  for  the  amount  found  due  plaintiff  on  the 
a^icounting,  and  to  recover  the  sum  of  twelve  thousand 
one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  dollars  and  fifteen  cents, 
nioney  of  plaintiff  deposited  by  deceased,  in  his  bank, 
attd  which  with  the  above  property  and  other  moneys 
have  been  taken  by  the  administratrix.  She  is  made  a 
defendant  individuallv,  because  she  claims  some  inter- 
^t  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  action, — i.  e.,  claims  to 
hav^e  acted  individually  in  taking  possession  of  certain 
^^  the  property, — and  as  this  action  is  equitable  in  its 
^^t.  ure  it  is  proper  that  the  rights  and  claims  should  be 
^t^led  in  it.  This  complaint  is  less  open  to  criticism 
^^^nthat  in  Christy  v.  Libby  (5  Abb.  Fr.  N.  S.,  192), 
^^^  stained  by  the  general  term  of  this  court  on  appeal 
'''Oil)  an  order  overruling  a  demurrer  to  it. 

The  particular  point  discussed  on  the  argument  in 
*^^  case  is  not  treated  in  the  opinion  of  that  general 
"^^*in ;  but  one  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  there,  was 
'*^^t  two  causes  of  action  had  been  improperly  joined, 
p^>f3  against  the  defendant  as  collector  for  an  account- 
^^S»  and  the  other  against  him  individually  for  neglect 
^^d  mismanagement  of  the  estate  of  which  he  was  col- 
l^^tor. 

The  case  at  bar  differs  from  McMahon  v.  Allen  (1 
^ta.,  103) ;  Worth  v.  Radde  (18  Abb.  Pr.,  396),  and 


144         ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Burroughs  v.  Garrison. 

Wiltsie  V.  Beardsley  {IT.  &  D.  Sup.^  186),  because 
there  are  not  two  causes  of  action  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint. Any  bill  in  equity  might  be  the  subject  of  de- 
murrer where  several  claimants  to  a  fund  are  joined  as 
defendants  to  obtain  judicial  determination  of  their 
rights  if  the  demurrer  here  could  be  maintained. 

Charles  P.  Daly,    Ch.  J.,  and  Loew,   J.,  con- 
curred. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed. 


BURROUGHS  against  GARRISON. 

New  York  Common  Pleas ;  Special  Term^  May^  1878. 

Taking  Inquest. 

Under  an  order  of  the  court  extending  the  defendant's  time  to  an- 
swer, on  condition  that  he  signed  a  stipulation  to  take  short  notioe 
of  trial,  and  that  the  date  of  issue  should  be  of  the  date  when  the 
answer  was  originally  due,  a  stipulation  to  that  effect  was  made, 
and  defendant  accepted  notice  of  trial,  and  the  cause  was  placed 
on  the  calendar  before  the  answer  was  served.  After  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  the  answer  was  served,  but  no  affidavit  of 
merits  was  filed,  and  plaintiff  took  an  inquest  and  entered  judg- 
ment.   Held^  that  the  judgment  was  regularly  entered. 

Motion  to  set  aside  judgment  and  inquest. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J. — The  defendant's  time  to  answer  was 
extended,  by  order  of  the  court,  to  April  9,  1873.  On 
March  25,  1873,  plaintiff  moved  on  notice  to  vacate 
that  order.  The  court  denied  the  motion,  upon  defend- 
ant's  attorney  signing  a  stipulation  ^^fhai  drfendavi 
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ihotiid  taJce  short  notice  of  trial  for  April  term^  and 
date  of  issue  he  when  answer  was  originally  due^ 
hei7h4j  on  February  23."     Such  stipulalioQ  was  made 
on    said    March    25,  and   pursuant   thereto   plaintiff 
Beinrtfd  a  notice  of  trial  for  the  first  Monday  of  April, 
1873,  and  defendant  admitted  due  service.     Plaintiff 
filed  a  note  of  issue  in  due  time,  and  the  cause  was 
plaoed  on  the  calendar  for  the  April  term.     The  term 
commenced  on  Monday,  April  7.     On  April  9  defend- 
ant served  his  answer,  but  neglected  to  file  and  serve 
an   liflBdavit  of  merits.     On  April  14  plaintiff'  came  into 
cottirt  and  took  the  inquest.     The  defendant  now  moves 
to  3ct  the  inquest  aside,  for  the  following  alleged  irregu- 
^^itie.s:   1st.  Because  the  cause  was  not  properly  on 
^^    calendar  of  the  April  term,  the  issue  not  being 
joined  until  after  the  term  commenced,  the  notice  of 
t'*^^!  being  served  before  issue  joined.     2nd.  Because* 
o^tf^ndant  had,  as  matter  of   right,  twenty  days   to 
ai^^^nd  his  answer  after  serving  it,  and  the  inquest  was 
**  Icen  before  that  time  had  expired.     3rd.  Because  his 
a^^wer  contained  a  counter-claim,  to  which  defendant 
^^  not  replied  to  nor  demurred  to,  and  which  was 
^llolly  disregarded  in  giving  him  judgment.     The  de- 
fe^dant  also  asks  leave  to  come  in  and  try  the  issues 
0^  the  merits. 

As  to  the  alleged  irregularities,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiflf's  practice  was  regular, 
^rst.  The  cause  was  properly  on  the  April  calendar. 
Tte  object  of  requiring  defendant  to  accept  short  notice 
of  trial  for  April  (which  he  did,  and  admitted  duo 
Service  under  his  stipulation),  was  to  give  plaintiff  the 
beoefit  of  that  term.  If  he  were  to  have  the  benefit  for 
any  purpose,  he  was  to  have  it  for  ever}^  purpose ;  one 
being  the  right  to  try  the  case  that  term,  if  he  had  the 
opportunity.  If  he  did  not  gain  the  right  for  that 
term,  he  could  not  make  that  notice  of  trial  avaiLiblo 
for  any  subsequent  t'^rm  ;  and  in  ord^r  to  bring  on  his 

M.  B. — XV.— 10 
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case  at  any  time,  he  would  have  to  give  a  new  notice. 
This  would  in  eflfect  be  to  consider  the  notice  given  for 
April  whoUywoid  and  of  no  effect ;  but  this  would  be 
to  hold  the  defendant's  stipulation  to  take  such  notice 
of  no  effect,  and  finally  to  make  the  condition  imposed 
on  him  by  the  court  on  granting  him  an  extension  of 
time  to  answer  of  no  value  ;  which  latter  should  not  be 
permitted  unless  inevitable,  which  it  is  not.  There  was 
of  course  no  issue,  joined  when  the  notice  was  given, 
but  the  defendant  by  his  stipulation  agreed  to  reteive  it 
as  if  there  were  an  issue,  and  cannot  now  raise  the  ob- 
jection. The  cause  could  not  be  tried  until  there  was 
an  issue  to  try  ;  but  as  soon  as  there  was  one  joined 
the  trial  could  be  liad.  If  a  trial  could  be  had,  an 
inquest  could  be  takon  in  a  proper  case ;  i.  e.y  where 
no  aflBdavit  of  merits  was  filed  and  served. 

Second.  The  objection  that  defendant's  twenty  days 
to  amend  his  answer  had  not  expired  when  the  inquest 
was  taken,  is  not  good.  Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the 
court  is  bound  to  anticipate  an  amendment  of  his 
answer  by  the  defendant,  nor  to  wait  for  it.  If  his 
cause  be  reached  for  trial  before  the  twenty  days  is 
out,  he  must  amend  at  once,  or  his  right  is  gone.  In 
this  case  he  could  have  kept  his  time  open  by  filing  his 
afiSdavit  of  merits. 

Third.  The  alleged  counter-claim  in  the  answer  was 
properly  disregarded,  and  judgment  given  for  plaintiff 
for  the  full  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint  The 
facts  stated  in  the  answer  did  not  constitute  a  counter- 
claim, because  it  was  not  one  existing  '4n  favor  of  a 
defendant"  in  the  action,  but  in  favor  of  a  third  party. 
The  suit  was  brought  against  the  guarantor  of  the 
bonds,  and  his  principal  was  not  joined  with  him  as 
defendant.  The  counter-claim  was  a  cause  of  action  in 
favor  of  the  principal  only,  who  was  not  a  defendant. 
The  cases  cited  by  defendant  (Newell  v.  Solomons,  32 
Barb.y  647,  and  Parsons  v.  Nash,  8  Boto.  Pr.^  464)« 
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therefore,  do  not  apply.  Neither  was  the  counter  claim 
connected  witb  the  subject  of  the  action.  It  was  an 
action  for  moneys  had  and  received  by  plaintiff  belong- 
ing to,  or  the  benefit  of  which  ought  to  be  received  by, 
the  maker  of  the  bond  which  the  defendant  had  guar- 
anteed. Had  tiie  maker  been  a  party  to  the  action,  he 
could  have  recovered,  and  his  recovery  would  have 
enured  to  the  benefit  of  his  guarantor  (see  cases  cited 
above) ;  but  the  plaintiff  sought  no  judgment  against 
the  maker,  and  did  not  make  him  a  party.  The  plain- 
tiff was  not  bound  to  reply  to  the  counterclaim,  nor  to 
demur  to  it,  but  might,  as  he  did,  on  the  trial  make  the 
objection  that  the  answer  did  not  set  forth  facts  suflS- 
cient  to  constitute  a  counter- claim  as  against  him  (Van 
Valen  v.  Lapham,  13  How.  Pr.,  243;  5  DueTy  689; 
Boyce  v.  Brown,  7  Barb.,  81).  The  case  of  Fettretch 
v.  McKay,  11  ^166.  Pr.  N.  S,y  453 ;  S.  C,  47  IT.  F., 
426,  does  not  overrule  those  decisions ;  it  only  holds 
that  a  counter-claim  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  irrele- 
vant, on  motion  before  trial,  and  decides  in  effect  that 
if  the  plaintiff  wishes  to  dispose  of  it  before  the  trial 
of  the  other  issues,  he  must  demur  to  it,  or  move  to 
make  it  more  definite. 

There  do  not  appear  to  be  any  merits  in  the  answer, 
the  ajffidavits  read  on  the  motion  disposing  of  that 
ground  of  the  application. 

The  motion  must  be  denied. 


*ta 
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MATTER  OP  WASHINGTON  PARK. 

JSupreme  Courts  Third  District;  Special  Term^  Au- 
gust, 1873. 

Eminent  Domain. —  Discontinuance  of  Pbocesd- 
ING8  to  Acquire  Lands. — Vested  Right. 

•In  proceedings  to  acquire  lands  for  pnblic  use  under  a  statute  allowing 
this  to  be  done  in  invitum  on  making  compensation, — an  adjudica- 
tion of  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  taking  certain  lands  deter 
onines  the  right  of  the  respective  parties  (subject  to  the  further  pro- 
ceedings to  fix  the  compensation),  and  after  such  adjudication  the 
Jtpplicants  cannot  discontinue,  nor  should  the  court  permit  them  to 
<liscontinue  without  the  consent  of  the  land  owners. 

In  the  matter  of  the  extension  of  the  Washington 
Park  of  the  city  of  Albany. 

S.  W.  RosendaZe,  for  the  park  commissioners. 

« 

^olmuj  BarrveSy  A  Morrow,  opposed. 

liEABNED,  J. — This  is  a  motion  fonnded  on  a  peti- 
iSon  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  Washington 
Park,  asking  leave  to  vacate,  set  aside  and  abandon 
certain  proceedings  commenced  by  them  and  now 
pending  in  this  court,  and  especially  the  order  appoint- 
ing commissioners  of  appraisal,  and  also  to  withdraw 
the  petition  on  which  that  order  was  granted.  It  was 
argued  as  being  substantially  a  motion  for  leave  to  dis- 
continue. The  owners  of  certain  property  who  had 
been  served  with  a  copy  of  this  petition  and  notice  of 
its  presentation,  now  appear  and  oppose. 

The  facts  are  as  follows :  About  May  12, 1873,  these 
owners  were  served  with  a  copy  of  a  petition  on  behalf 
of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  Washington  Park^ 
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and  notice  of  its  presentation.  Tliis  petition,  after 
setting  forth  the  organization  of  the  board  under  a 
certain  act,  stated  that  at  a  meeting  of  said  board  duly 
convened  and  organized,  said  board,  by  a  vote  of  two- 
ihiMs  of  all  the  members,  taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  ancB 
duly  entered  on  the  minutes,  deem  it  necessary  to  pur- 
chase or  take  certain  land  therein  described,  belonging: 
to  these  owners  severally,  lor  the  purpose  of  laying  out^ 
&c.,  said  park ;  that  they  were  unable  to  agree  with  th& 
owners  as  to  the  price  ;  that  it  was  their  intention^  ixh 
good  faith,  to  ac»quire  title  to  said  real  estate ;  that  iit 
their  judgment  it  was  acquired  for  the  purpose  afore* 
said ;  that  they  had  authority  to  take  the  land  ;  that  a 
map  of  the  land  had  been  made  by  the  city  surveyor 
as  a  part  of  the  proceedings,  and  had  been  filed  in  tha^ 
clerk's  oflSce.  On  May  27,  1873,  the  day  when  the  peti-^ 
tion  was  to  be  presented,  the  said  board  of  commis- 
sioners appeared  in  court,  and  the  owners  appeared^. 
Thereupon,  an  order  was  then  made  by  this  court  ap- 
pointing  commissioners  of  appraisal. 

The  commissioners  of  appraisal  afterwards,  at  the- 
appointed  time,  met  and  proceeded  to  appraise  the- 
property.  The  park  commissioners  and  the  ownera 
appeared  before  them  ;  witnesses  were  sworn,  and  the? 
matter  was  proceeded  with  from  time  to  time.  The^ 
case  of  each  several  owner  was  taken  up  successively 
and  determined.  The  commissioners  of  appraisal 
announced  and  made  their  determination  in  each  case, 
the  last  having  been  made  July  22,  1873,  and  nothing 
remained  for  them  to  do  but  the  formal  drawing  up 
and  filing  of  their  report  j  and  they  adjourned  sine  die^ 
except  for  that  purpose. 

On  July  28,  when  the  commissioners  of  appraisal 
were  ready  to  make  and  file  their  report,  the  park  com- 
missioners, upon  the  petition  which  is  now  before  the^ 
court,  obtained  an  ex  parte  order  staying  the  commis- 
Bioners  of  appraisal  from  tiling  their  report  and  staying; 
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the  owners  from  taking  any  proceedings.  Tliis  has 
been  modified  so  as  to  permit  the  owners  now  to  move 
for  the  filing  of  the  report  and  for  the  confirmation 
thereof. 

The  petition  states  that  the  board  of  park  commis 
sioners,  at  a  meeting  on  July  28, 1873,  by  a  vote  of  two- 
thirds,  taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  and  entered  on  the 
minutes,  resolved  that  it  was  necessary  to  vacate,  set 
aside  and  abandon,  these  proceedings,  and  to  ask  an 
order  to  that  effect  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that 
the  awards  were  excessive,  and  that  lands  could  be 
acquired  elsewhere  more  economically. 

A  certified  copy  of  the  ressolution  at  that  meeting 
was  read  on  the  hearing.  From  this  it  appears  that  a 
repoit  was  made  to  the  meeeting  stating  the  amount  of 
each  award,  and  that  the  vote  of  the  park  commis- 
sioners wns  simply  that  the  awards  be  rejected,  and 
that  the  attorney  of  the  board  take  all  necessary  steps 
for  closing  and  discontinuing  said  proceedings.  There 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  vote  that  the  awards 
were  excessive,  or  that  lands  could  be  obtained  else- 
where. 

Prom  tlie  vote  to  reject  awards,  they  would  seem  to 
be  considered  simply  as  proposals  on  the  part  of  the 
owners  which  were  to  be  accepted  or  rejected  as  should 
be  thought  best  by  the  commissioners. 

First,  It  is  not  claimed  by  the  petitioners  that  this 
is  the  mode  to  review  the  awards.  The  remedy,  if  the 
awards  are  excessive,  is  by  confirmation  and  appeal. 
The  alleged  excessiveness  of  the  award  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  vote,  and,  at  any  rate,  it  is  now  only  suggested 
as  the  motive  which  influenced  the  board.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  there  is  any  evidence  now  before  the 
court  that  the  awards  are  excessive.  The  report  itself 
would  need  to  be  on  file  before  the  question,  whether 
or  not  its  awards  were  excessive,  could  be  raised.  But 
the  position  of  the  board  of  commissioners  is  that  they 
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ha?e  the  absolute  right  to  discontiDue  these  proceedings, 
and  that  in  fkct,  the  present  application  is  rather  out  of 
respect  to  the  court,  than  from  strict  necessity. 

Second.  Notice,  however,  of  this  motion  has  been 
given  to  the  owners,  and  they  appear  to  oppose.  The 
ultimate  decision,  therefore,  will  be  binding  on  the 
parties,  hence,  it  becomes  very  important. 

Third.  It  is  argued  by  the  petitioners  that  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action,  or  the  petitioner  in  special  pro- 
ceedings may  (generally  at  least)  discontinue.  Why 
may  not  they  in  this  case  t  Now,  this  marked  distinc- 
tion is  to  be  observed.  In  most  cases,  actions  and 
special  proceedings  are  for  the  enforcement  of  some 
contract  previously  existing,  or  for  the  redress  of  some 
wrong  previously  done.  But  in  these  proceedings 
there  is,  at  some  point,  in  their  progress,  a  new  right 
created  between  parties,  that  is,  the  right  of  compul- 
sory purchase  of  certain  definite  property.  Now, 
whenever  that  right  is  created,  it  would  seem  that, 
then,  both  parties  must  be  bound  by  it. 

Fourth.  When,  then,  is  this  right  created,  that  is, 
the  right  of  the  park  commissioner^  to  obtain  these 
specified  lands  of  these  owners.  Now,  if  A  and  B 
make  a  contract,  by  which  A  is  to  sell  to  B  certain 
lands,  their  rights  are  then  fixed.  It  is  true  that  A 
may  not  be  obliged  to  convey  to  B  until  B  shall  have 
paid  him  the  price.  But  the  contract  is  binding  on 
both,  and  must  be  binding  on  both,  or  on  neither. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  proceedings  like  these 
<'n*ate  a  statutory  contract.  That  exp^^seion  is  not  to 
be  taken  literally,  but  by  waj^  of  analogy  ;  because  a 
contract  implies  the  agreement  of  two  parties  which 
4oes  not  exist  here.  Yet  there  must  be  something  in 
the  nature  of  a  contract  by  compliance  with  which,  that 
18,  by  payment  of  the  money,  the  title  passes  to  the 
Tommissioners. 

It  is  the  right  of  the  State  to  apply  to  public  use 
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any  property  within  its  control,  whenever  such  properly 
IS  necessary  for  public  use. 

That  right  the  State  in  certain  cases  confers  on 
others,  who  are  in  some  sense  acting  for  the  public 
good.  But  there  must  always  be  some  authority  to  de- 
cide that  the  properly  is  necessary  for  public  purposes. 
In  some  cases  the  State  decides  the  question.  In  other 
cases  it  puts  the  decision  in  otlier  hands.  But  evi- 
dently that  decision  must  somewhere  be  made. 

Then  when  it  has  been  decided  that  certain  property 
is  necessary  for  public  purposes,  the  constitution  inter- 
feres and  says  that  the  property  shall  not  be  taken 
without  making  compensation.  It  then  remains  to 
ascertain  what  is  the  proper  compensation  for  the 
property  which  it  has  thus  been  decided  is  necessary 
for  public  purposes. 

There  are,  then,  in  every  such  proceeding  two 
things.  First,  a  decision  by  some  authority  clothed 
with  that  right,  that  the  property  is  necessary  for 
public  purposes.  Next,  when  that  has  been  settled, 
an  ascertaining  of  what  compensation  shall  be  paid. 
The  two  are  distinct,  although  they  may  be  vested  in 
the  same  body. 

Now,  in  the  case  of  railroads  (and  the  park  commis- 
sioners' authority  is  through  the  same  act),  it  is  not  the 
right  of  the  company  to  decide  that  certain  specified 
lands  are  necessary.  The  company  is  to  apply  to  the 
court,  upon  notice  to  the  owner.  The  court  is  to  hear 
evidence  and  decide  the  question  ;  and  an  appeal  lies 
to  the  highest  court  from  that  decision ;  for  that  de- 
cision is  the  vital  matter  in  the  whole  proceeding.  It 
is  that  which  determines  whether  or  not,  in  the  case 
proposed,  the  taking  of  the  lands  in  question  by  the 
applicant  is  necessary  for  public  purposes.  That 
decision,  when  finally  determined,  is  conclusive  on  the 
owner  of  the  land.  It  must  on  all  sound  principles  be 
conclusive  on  the  applicant.  The  applicant  has  brought 
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the  owner  into  court  on  an  allegation,  in  substance, 
that  it  is  necessary  for  the  public  purposes,  mJinaged 
by  the  applicant,  that  this  property  of  the  owner 
shoaid  be  taken ;  and  the  court  has  decided  this  in  the 
upplicant's  favor.  That  question  is  ended.  The  re- 
mainder of  the  proceedings  is  only  to  determine  what 
is  the  value  of  the  property.  But  the  decision  has 
settled  that  the  owner  shall  have  the  value,  and  the 
applicant  shall  have  the  land.  "The  decision  of  the 
special  term  was  a  fixod  adjudication  of  the  right  of 
the  respondent  to  a  condemnation  of  the  lands  under 
the  statute.  The  subsequent  j)roceedings  relate  only  to 
the  assessment  of  dama<;es,  and  the  review  by  the  court 
of  the  action  of  the  commissioners."  (Rensselaer  and 
Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.  ?>.  Davis,  43  N.  T.,  137). 

In  the  present  case,  the  petition  presented  to  the 
court  as  the  basis  of  these  proceedings,  stated  that  the 
park  commissioners  deemed  it  necessary  to  purchase  or 
take  these  specific  parcels  of  ground  for  the  purposes 
of  the  park ;  that  in  good  faith  thej'  intend»/d  to  ac- 
quire title  thereto ;  and  that  these  parcels  of  ground 
were  required  for  these  purposes.  If  it  had  appean^d 
that  these  parcels  were  not  necessary,  or  were  not  re- 
quired ;  if,  for  instance,  it  had  appeared  that  these 
parcels  were  not  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  park,  and 
could  not  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  park,  the 
court  would  undoubtedly  have  decided  against  the 
application.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  decided  that  these 
parcels  were  necessary  and  were  required.  Such  a 
decision  was  necessarily  involved  in  going  to  appoint 
commissioners  of  appraisal. 

Suppose  that  the  petition  had  stated  thsit  the  lands 
were  necessary  for  park  purposes,  provided  the  com- 
missioners should  be  satisfied  with  the  amount  to  bo 
awarded  by  the  appniisers ;  could  the  court  have 
granted  the  order?  Clearly  not;  for  the  necessity  of 
taking  the  lands  was  to  b?  determined  at  that  time. 
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It  was  not  to  depend  on  the  subsequent  election  of  the 
owners  or  of  the  commissioners. 

It  appears  to  me,  then,  that  the  order  of  May  29, 1873, 
determined  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties ;  the  park 
commissioners  to  a  quasi  purchase,  and  the  owners  to  ;i 
qudsi  sale  of  these  parcels  of  land,  at  the  value  thereof 
to  be  determined  in  a  mode  specified  by  law. 

This  question  has  been  discussed  in  English  courts, 
and  the  principle  above  stated  has  been  there  affirmed 
in  the  strongest  manner.  It  is  to  be  noticed  that  in 
similar  proceedings  in  England,  the  party  (usually  a 
railroad  company)  desiring  to  acquire  title  gives  notice 
to  the  owner  that  such  lands  are  required,  and  that  if 
within  a  certain  time  the  owner  does  not  treat,  or  if  the 
parties  cannot  agree,  then  that  the  company  will  pro- 
ceed to  have  the  value  ascertained  by  a  jurj^.  This 
ascertaining  of  value  by  a  jury  seems  to  be  done  by  the 
issxiing  of  the  company's  warrant  to  the  sheriff  or  sum- 
moning officer. 

In  the  case  of  King  v.  Hungerford  Market  Co., 
4  Barn.  &  A.^  327,  the  company  gave  the  notice,  and 
afterwards  neglected  and  refused  to  issue  their  warntnt. 
A  motion  was  made  for  a  mandiimus  to  compel  them  to 
issue  their  wan-ant.  And  it  was  granted.  Den^ian, 
Ch.  J.,  said:  '*If  they  are  not  bound  by  their  noticie, 
then  it  follows  that  after  giving  it  they  are  free  during 
the  long  term  of  three  years  to  take  the  property  or 
not,  at  their  discretion  ;  and  the  owner  is  at  their 
mercy  during  that  time."  Parker,  J.,  said :  "The  no- 
tice ought  to  be  as  binding  on  them  as  on  the  owner." 

In  Stone  v.  Commercial  R.  Co.,  4  Mylne  &  C,  122, 
the  C(mrt  said:  *'The  moment  that  the  company  have 
given  the  notice,  the  relative  situation  of  vendors 
and  purchasers  is  so  instituted  between  the  parties,  and 
the  value  of  the  property,  if  the  parties  cannot  agree, 
is  to  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  a  jury." 

In  Tawney  t>.  Lynn  &  Ely  R.  Co.,  Laui  Journal 


NEW   SERIES:    Vol.  XV.  155 

Matter  of  Washington  Park. 

-^Rep.  N.  S.n  vol.  16,  p.  282,  a  company  gave  notice  that 
they  should  require  twenty  perches  of  plaintiff's  land. 
Subsequently  they  gave  notice  that  they  should  require 
only  one  perch,  and  countermanded  the  former  notice. 
It  was  held  that  the  first  notice  was  binding  and  could 
^ot  be  withdrawn,  and  the  company  were  enjoined 
'^om  proceeding  under  the  second. 

A  still  stronger  case  is  that  of  Walker  v.  Eastern 
bounties  R.  Co.,  6  Bdrej  594.     In  that  case  thecom- 
l^Hny  gave  the  usual  notice  to  the  owner,  and  after- 
wards wrote  to  him  that  they  did  not  need  the  land. 
^e  brought  an  action  for  specific  performance.     It  was 
^^d  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigkam  :  **^he  notice  had 
^he  effect  of  making  a  contract  between  them  for  the 
X^archase  of  the  plaintiff's  houses.     It  is  clear  that  the 
company  could  not,  after  that  notice,  have  retired  from 
it    After  that  notice  the  only  thing  to  be  ascertained 
was  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  ;  and  as  the 
mode  of  ascertaining  that  is  prescribed  by  statute,  it  is 
in  contemplation  of  law  certain,  although  it  remains  to 

be  ascertained The  contract  is  a  contract  to 

purchase  on  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment, and  those  terms  the  court  has  the  means  of 
ascertaining,  so  as  to  get  at  the  price."  Specific  per- 
formance was  decreed. 

These  decisions  appear  to  me  to  be  sound  and  just. 
On  the  other  side,  it  is  urged  that  the  payment  of 
the  value  of  the  land  must  be  made  before  the  owner 
can  be  divested  of  his  title. 

There  is  no  occasion  to  dispute  that  principle. 
Whenever  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  is  made,  the 
purchaser  must  pay  the  consideration  before  he  obtains 
his  deed,  yet  the  contract  is  binding  before  it  has  been 
fulfilled. 

But  the  question  here  is,  when  is  that  quasi  contract 
established  between  the  parties,  which  enables  the  com- 
misHioners  on  payment  of  the  price  to  procure  the  title. 


166         ABBOrrS   PRACTICE    REPORTS. 


Matter  of  Washington  Park. 


In  England  we  see  it  is  the  giving  of  that  notice,  be- 
cause under  the  system  in  that  country  it  is  not  required 
that  any  court  should  decide  on  the  necessity  of  taking 
the  land.  But  it  would  be  an  outrage  on  the  rights  of 
property,  if,  in  the  exercise  of  this  right  of  eminent 
domain,  the  commissioners  having  obtained  a  decision 
that  this  property  was  needed,  to  which  decision  the 
owner  was  obliged  to  submit ;  having  thus  placed  him 
in  the  position  of  a  man  who  bad  contracted  to  sell  his 
property,  should  then,  even  after  the  value  had  been 
determined,  have  the  right  to  break  off  the  bargain. 

The  case  of  Baltimore  &  Indianapolis  Railroad  Com- 
pany V.  Nesbit,  10  Bow.  U.  S.j  395,  is  not  in  conflict 
with  these  views.  The  decision  there  was  that  the 
legislature  might  direct  the  court  to  set  aside  the  inqui- 
sition, and  direct  an  inquisition  de  novo.  That  was 
merely  the  having  a  new  assessment  of  damages.  It 
did  not  disturb  the  gu-asi  contract  that  the  railroad 
company  should  take,  and  the  owner  should  sell  the 
lands.  It  is  important  to  notice  in  that  case  also,  that 
after  the  inquisition  had  been  made  the  railroad  com- 
pany did  not  offer  the  money  to  the  owner  for  the 
space  of  seven  years,  nor  until  after  the  legislature  had 
directed  the  court  to  set  aside  the  inquisition  and  to 
issue  a  new  one.  Then  the  company  claimed  the  right 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  old  inquisition.  Their  own 
d 'lay  had  been  a  virtual  waiver  on  their  part  of  the 
inquisition,  and  it  was  too  late  for  the  company  now  to 
insist  on  its  validity.  In  our  own  railroad  law  the  report 
of  the  commissioners  may  be  appealed  from  and  a  new 
award  had.  So,  in  the  Matter  of  Widening  Broad- 
Avjiy,  61  Barb.j  483;  aflSrmed  in  court  of  appeals, 
49  N.  T..  150,  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  might 
authorize  the  court  to  open  an  award  for  fraud, 
and  to  have  a  new  award  made  ;  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners  of  appraisal  is  merely  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  land,  not  to  decide  whether  it  shall  be  taken 
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I  am  referred  to  a  case  in  this  district,  not  reported, 
and  in  which  I  have  seen  no  opinion.     Judging  from 
*he  brief  of  counsel,  the  award  was  fraudulent.    The 
court  refus€»d  to  confirm  it. 

There  is  another  point  which  is  not  without  weight, 
although  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  it. 
That  is,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  expressly 
authorizes  the  park  commissioners  to  change  the  lines 
of  the  park  after  having  once  decided  upon  them,  sec- 
tion 23  of  the  railroad  act  not  being  made  applicable 
to  tlie  park  commissioners. 

When  parties  are  endeavoring  to  make  a  bargain,  it 

18  Very  proper  for  one  to  make  a  proposal,  and  to  give 

*he    other  an  opportunity  to  accept  or  reject.     But 

th&t  is  not  the  nature  of  this  present  proceeding.    The 

^^ard  is  not  a  proposal  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  any 

*nore  than  it  is  a  proposal  on  the  part  of  the  park  com- 

^"^issioners.    The  owners  could  not  vote  to  reject  the 

^^a.rds  ;  why  should  the  park  commissionei-s  have  that 

P^^ivilege?    The  very  ground  on  which  the  proceeding 

^8    initiated  is  that  the  parties  cannot  agree ;  and  the 

^bjt?ct  of  appointing  appraisers  is  to  fix  a  sum  on  whicli 

tti^  parties  must  agree. 

When  th(?  court  had  decided  that  it  was  necessary 
^^  take  this  property,  the  owners  had  a  right  to  depend 
^^^  the  decision.   Practically  they  were  prevented,  after 
^tai  decision,  from  making  any  ^:ales,  from  leasing  or 
^niproving.     They  were  bound  as  eff'ectually  as  if  they 
tiad  entered  into  a  written  contract  for  a  future  convey- 
ance to  the  park  co:nmissioners.      Indeed  they  were 
T)ouiid  more  eflEectually,  because  any  purchaser  takes 
subject  to  these  proceedings.     In  justice  and  in  good 
feitli,    therefore,    the    obligation    should    be    mutual. 
The  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  is  harsh 
at  the  best.       No    unnecessary  injustice    should  be 
added. 

The  motion  for  leave  to  abandon  the  proceedings 
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and  to  set  aside  the  order  of  May  27, 1873,  and  to  with- 
draw the  petition  then  filed,  is  denied. 

The  motion  on  the  part  of  the  owners  to  confirm  the 
report  cannot  be  regularly  heard  until  the  report  shall 
be  filed.  It  must,  therefore,  be  denied,  with  leave  to 
renew ;  or  it  may  stand  over  to  some  day  when  the 
report  shall  have  been  filed. 


LIVINGSTONE  against  ARNOUX. 

IfeiD  York  Common  Pleas;   General    Term,   June^ 

1873. 

Redemption  of  Land  from  Sale  undeb  Execution. 

The  former  court  of  chnncery,  in  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  a  croditor^a 
bill  (as  authorized  by  2  Rev,  8tat.^  174,  §  30),  acquired  no  power 
over  the  debtor's  land ;  and  the  fact  that  the  debtor  in  such  a  suit, 
by  order  of  tiic  court,  assigned  to  a  receiver  all  his  real  estate,  did 
not  deprive  him  of  the  power  to  redeem  such  real  estate  from  a  sale 
on  execution  against  him. 

It  seemsy  that  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  redeem  is  independent  of 
whether  he  retains  any  interest  in  the  land. 

The  receipt  or  certificate  of  the  sheriff  who  made  the  sale  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  redemption  money,  and  cstablishcB 
the  complete  redemption  of  the  property  from  thp  sale  under  the 
execution. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  1817  (2  Lam  of  1847,  p.  508,  ch.  410), 
apply  only  to  redemptions  made  by  creditors  of  the  debtor,  and 
not  by  the  debtor  himself. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered 
on  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  lands 
lying  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which  the  defendant 
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claimed  to  hold  by  virtue  of  a  sheriff's  sale  upon  an 
execution  against  one  Price,  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed.  The  facts  of  the  case  were,  that  a  judgment 
against  Price  was  docketed  on  March  9,  1846,  and  on 
-April  13,  1848,  his  interest  in  the  land  was  sold  by 
Westervelt,  the  then  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of 
Hew  York,  under  execution  thereon,  for  twelve  dollars 
and  fifty  cents,  to  Charles  0.  Richardson.  The  usual 
certificate  of  sale  was  issued  by  the  sheriff,  and  filed 
JLpril  20,  1848.  In  November,  1866,  Richardson  as- 
signed his  bid  and  certificate  to  Isaac  B.  Pindell,  who 
received  from  John  Kelly,  then  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  a  deed  of  the  land,  dated  Oc- 
tober 19,  1867 ;  and  by  various  intermediate  convey- 
ances the  land  came  to  the  defendant. 

On  September  10,  1847  (after  the  docketing  of  the 
aforesaid  judgment  against  him,  but  before  the  sale 
under  the  execution  issued  thereon),  Price,  pursuant 
to  an  order  of  the  late  court  of  chancery,  made  in  a 
suit  brought  against  him  by  Thaddeus  B.  Wakeman 
and  Ebenezer  Seeley,  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill, 
to  collect  a  judgment  of  one  hundred  and  ninety-nine 
dollars  and  twelve  cents,  conveyed  all  his  estate  in  the 
lands  in  question  to  John  J.  Latting,  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed receiver  in  that  suit. 

On  February  28, 1848,  Price  paid  to  the  receiver  six 
hundred  and  twelve  dollars  and  fifty  cents,  in  full  of 
the  amount  of  the  decree,  interest,  costs,  &c.,  in  the 
chancery  suit,  except  the  costs  on  a  warrant  of  com- 
mitment, and  by  deed  dated  August  13,  1860,  the  re- 
ceiver reconveyed  the  lands  to  Price. 

On  April  10,  1849,  and  within  one  year  from  the 
sheriff's  sale,  Price  redeemed  the  land  from  the 
sheriff's  sale,  and  took  from  the  sheriff  a  certificate  to 
that  effect,  but  did  not  file  or  record  it. 

At  the  time  of  the  trial  Price  was  dead,  as  was  also 
Westervelt,  the  sheriff,  who  gave  the  receipt*  but  the 
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receipt  was  proved  to  be  in  his  handwriting ;  and  at  the 
foot  of  the  rf'ceipt  was  a  memorandam  proved  to  be  in 
the  handwriting  of  It^aac  Adriance  (then  dead),  who 
had  been  the  attorney  for  Price,  in  the  following  form : 
*'  I  asked  Mr.  Westervelt  whether  that  amount  was  all 
that  was  necessary  to  redeem  all  the  property  sold  by 
virtue  of  the  execution.  He  answered  that  it  was,  as  I 
told  him  I  wanted  to  redeem  all  that  was  sold.  10 
April,  1849.  I.  Adriance.  I  paid  the  sheriff  the 
above  money,  and  took  the  above  receipt  for  P.  Price." 
The  admission  of  this  certificate  was  objected  to,  but 
it  was  admitted,  and  an  exception  taken.  At  the  close 
of  the  trial,  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  no  redemption  had  been  proven. 

2.  That  no  payment  by  Price  or  Adriance  at  the 
time  testified  to  could  work  a  redemption,  nor  would 
prevail  against  the  title  of  the  defendant^  who  was  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  without  notice  of  the 
alleged  redemption. 

The  motion  was  denied,  and  an  exception  taken. 

The  court  charged  that  if  the  jury  believed  that  pay- 
ment was  made  to  the  sheriff  as  stated  in  the  certificate, 
they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  had  a 
verdict. 

Wm.  Henry  Amoux^  appellant,  in  person. 

Samuel  Hiker  and  John  E.  Parsons^  for  re- 
spondent. 

By  the  Coubt.* — Robtnsok,  J.— The  material 
questions  upon  this  appeal  and  upon  the  same  title  now 
in  question,  have  already  been  passed  upon,  by  the 
superior  court,t  at  general  term,  in  May,  1871,  in  the 
case  of  Henry  Bowen  v.  this  same  defendant,  and  in 

*  Present,  Dalt,  Ch.  J.,  RoBoraoN  and  Lokw,  JJ. 
t  Bee  the  case  leported  in  1  Jone%  d  Spenur^  680. 
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the  supreme  court  at  special  term,  by  Judge  Fancheb, 
in  the  case  of  Ellsworth  v.  Muldoon.*  In  the  general 
reasoning  of  these  courts  in  those  cases,  and  in  their 
results,  I  concur,  but  venture  to  add  these  further  con- 
siderations, which  influence  my  decision. 

1st.  That  notwithstanding  the  assignment  made  by 
IFrancis  Price,  the  judgment  debtor,  to  John  J.  Latting,. 
receiver,  dated  September  10,  1847,  he  still  had  the 
nght  of  redemption  of  his  real  estate,  previously 
fiold  upon  execution  on  the  judgment  against  him. 
Tinder  which  defei|dant  claims  title. 

The  action  in  which  Mr.  Latting  was  so  appointed 
xeceiver,  was  not  one,  in  rem^  relating  to  real  estate  or 
unthin  the  common-law  powers  of  the  court  of  chancery, 
in  which  it  was  pending,  having  reference  to  fraudulent 
trusts  or  conveyances  of  real  estate  or  one  aflfecting  the 
title  to  the  land.  It  was  a  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  as  authorized  by  the  provisions  of 
the  revised  statutes  (2  Ren.  Stai.y- 174),  to  collect  a 
judgment  recovered  by  Thaddeus  B.  Wakeman  and 
Ebenezer  Seely,  for  one  hundred  and  ninety-nine 
dollars  and  twelve  cents,  and  prior  to  the  sale  upon  the 
execution  under  which  the  defendant  claims  title,  the 
receiver  had  been  fully  paid  the  amount  due  on  that 
Judgment,  for  debt,  interest,  and  costs,  and  the  only 
matter  of  claim  by  the  receiver  was  for  some  unpaid 
costs  of  a  warrant  of  commitment.  How  these  latter 
costs  had  ever  been  allowed  or  become  any  charge  upon 
the  assigned  estate,  is  not  shown,  and  for  aught  that 
appears  the  legal  purposes  of  the  assignment  had  been 
fuUy  satisfied  (Selden  v.  Vermilya,  3  If'.  F.,  525). 
The  receiver,  however,  did  execute  a  reconveyance  to 
the  judgment  debtor,  August  13,  1850,  but  subsequent 
to  a  sale  made  by  the  sheriff  on  execution  against  the 
judgment  debtor  on  April  20,  1848,  of  the  lands  in  dis- 
pute, under  which  this  defendant  claims  title 

'*'  Reported  in  this  voluiuu 
H.  8.— rv. — 11 
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Such  aa  action  by  creditor's  bill,  as  authorized  by 
the  revised  statutes  (2  Jiev.  Stat^  174,  §  89),  is  confined 
to  such  satisfaction  as  maybe  obtained  ^^out  of  any 
personal  property,  money,  or  things  in  action  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant  (the  judgment  debtor)  or  held  in 
trust  for  him,  whether  the  same  were  originally  liable 
to  be  taken  in  execution  at  law  or  not."  The  institu- 
tion of  such  an  action  did  not  bring  the  real  estate 
owned  by  the  debtor  and  situate  within  the  State 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery,  and 
could  at  most  affect  it  by  a  sequestration  of  costs 
due  or  (possibly)  those  to  become  due.  It  did  not 
authorize  the  court,  in  such  an  action,  to  sequestrate 
the  title  to  the  land  and  vest  it  in  its  receiver,  or  to  center 
on  him  any  but  the  powers  of  a  common-law  receiver. 
It  could  not  supersede  the  necessity  for  a  sale  under  exe- 
cution of  the  debtor's  interest  in  the  land,  nor  deprive 
him  of  the  right  of  redemption  as  afforded  by  statute 
(Scouton  V.  Bender,  3  Ifow.  Pr.^  185 ;  Chatauque 
County  Bank  v.  White,  6  Barb.j  599-603,  unreversed 
in  this  respect  in  6  If.  7.,  252-255  ;  Porter  i).  Williams, 
9  Id.,  148). 

The  act  of  1845,  chap.  112,  enacted  that  "Any  re- 
ceiver appointed  by  virtue  of  an  order  or  decree,  may 
take  and  hold  any  real  estate  upon  such  trusts  and  for 
such  purposes  as  the  court  may  direct,  subject  to  the 
further  order  or  direction  of  the  court."  This  act  does 
not  profess  to  extend  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  upon  proceedings  instituted  as  a  mere  creditor's 
bill,  that  in  no  way  involved  its  powers  in  matters  of 
alleged  trust  or  fraud,  nor  authorize  it  to  sequester  or 
seize  upon  the  debtor's  title  to  real  estate.  It  allowed 
the  imposition  only  of  such  trusts  as  were  consonant 
with  the  jurisdiction  already  possessed  by  the  court. 
And  as  none  existed  on  such  a  mere  creditor's  bill  to 
sell  the  debtor's  real  estate,  subject  to  execution,  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  no  such  trust  could  be  enforced 
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or  directed  under  the  act  of  1846.  The  deed  to  the  re- 
ceiver of  all  the  debtor's  real  estate,  subject  to  the 
preseat  and  future  orders  of  the  court,  without  any 
such  further  or  other  order,  or  any  authority  in  tlie 
court  to  order  a  sale  of  this  property,  or  any  order  or 
deci-ee  made  to  that  effect,  in  no  respect  divested  Price, 
the  judgment  debtor,  of  any  right  or  interest  in  the 
land.  It  is  only  in  cases  where  the  title  to  lands  within 
♦he  State  is  assailed  by  the  creditor  for  fraud  or  breach 
of  trust,  or  for  the  enforcement  of  a  trust,  that  the 
action  becomes  one  in  rem^  and  the  title  to  the  real 
estate  becomes  involved,  that  the  right  attaches,  and  the 
court  seizes  upon  it,  for  the  purposes  of  its  ultimate 
decree,  and  the  title  remains  in  abeyance  until  the  final 
disposition  of  the  questions  raised  in  respect  to  it  are 
adjudicated  upon  and  settled  by  the  court. 

Second.  The  statute  (2  JRev.  Stat.,  370,  §  46),  author- 
ized the  redemption  of  real  estate  sold  under  execution. 
1st.  By  the  judgment  debtor ;  or,  2nd.  (if  dead)  by  his 
^^irs  or  devisees ;  or,  3rd.  By  his  grantee,  "  who  shall 
^ave  procured  an  absolute  titZe^  by  deed,  sale  under 
mortgage,  or  by  any  other  means,  to  the  premises  sold, 
^^  to  any  lot,  tract,  parcel  or  portion  that  shall  have 
^^en  separately  sold." 

The  right  of  redemption  thus  afforded  the  judg- 
ment debtor  seems  to  be  independent  of,  and  from 
many  considerations  to  exttjnd  beyond,  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance that  he  yet  remains  absolute  owner  of  the 
^and.  The  statute  is  distributive,  and  affords  the 
Remedy  to  each  class  of  persons  named.  As  to  the 
judgment  creditbr,  various  good  reasons  for  his  redeem- 
ing the  land,  growing  out  of  his  interest  in  the  ques 
tion,  may  still  continue  to  exist,  although  he  niay  have 
parted  with  all  his  title  in  the  land  ;  to  wit,  from  his 
covenants  of  warranty  and  against  incumbrances,  or 
from  other  considerations  of  interest  or  morality  that 
may  induce  him  to  protect  the  title  of  those  claiming 


184  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Livingstone  v.  Amoux. 

under  him.  His  independent  right,  under  the  statut 
to  effect  such  redemption^  appears  to  be  absolute,  an 
without  exception,  in  terms  or  in  principle,  notwitl 
standing  he  may  have  ceased  to  be  the  owner  of  tl^ 
property  sold.  From  the  considerations  above  statec 
the  title  vested  in  Latting,  the  receiver,  as  his  grantee 
Was  not  such  "an  absolute  title,"  by  deed  or  othe 
wise  \  (2  Ren.  Stat.,  870,  §  46,  subd.  8).  As  upon  an 
aspect  of  the  case  it  divested  the  judgment  debtor  c 
any  interest  in  the  land,  or  of  consequent  right  of  r\ 
demption,  it  was  defeasible,  and  only  subject  to  tb 
payment  of  the  judgment  debt  and  costs. 

Thirdly.  The  receipt  or  certificate  of  the  sh^rii 
who  made  the  sale,  and  was  by  statute  authorized  t 
receive  the  redemption  money  for  the  purchaser  at  tli 
sale  under  the  execution  (2  Rev.  Stat.,  870,  §  46),  W8 
BuflScient  evidence,  under  well-established  principles 
of  such  payment,  and  a  complete  redemption  of  tfa 
property  from  the  sale  under  the  execution. 

First.  The  purchaser  acquired  a  mere  lien  (Vaugh 
r>.  Ely,  4  Barb.,  169 ;  Hodge  v.  (Jallup,  3  Den.,  638) 
and  on  payment  of  the  amount  necessary  to  make  th 
redemption,  the  sale  and  the  certificate  thereof  becam 
null  and  void  (2  Reo.  Stat.,  371,  §  49). 

Second.  The  payment  was  well  established  by  sue 
receipt  of  the  person  authorized  to  accept  the  amouo 
necessary  to  effect  the  redemption. 

Third.  The  agency  of  Isaac  Adriance  in  makin 
such  payment  (both  he  and  the  sheriff  who  made  th 
Bale  being  dead;,  was  well  established  by  the  cotempc 
raneous,  written  memorandum  he  madb  in  his  lifetimt 
and  neither  he  nor  bis  representatives  could  contest  th 
fact  of  his  agency.  It  was,  however,  otherwise  sufS 
ciently  proved. 

Fourth.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  1847,  ch.  410 
amendatory  of  3  Refo.  StcU.y  371,  §  61,  have  referenc< 
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only  to  cases  in  which  the  judgment  debtor,  his  heirs^ 
deiFisees  or  grantees,  have  failed  to  make  redemption 
of  his  lands  sold  under  execution,  as  allowed  by  sec- 
tions 46  to  48,  and  to  such  redemptions,  acquisitions 
nnd  transfers  of  title  as  may  thereafter  and  within 
fifteen  months  after  the  sale  lie  acquired  by  successive 
judgment  creditors  or  mortgagees,  through  subsequent 
redemptions.  They  have  no  reference  to  the  absolute 
redemption  to  be  effected  under  sections  46  to  49, 
whereby  the  property  is  reinstated,  and  again  subjected 
to  the  subsisting  liens  of  other  judgments  and  mort- 
gages than  the  judgments  upon  which  it  bad  been 
sold. 

This  right  of  redemption  is  remedial,  and  is  not  to 
be  strictly  construed.  *'  It  is  to  receive  a  liberal  and 
benign  construction  in  favor  of  those  whose  estates  will, 
otherwise  be  divested"  (Dubois  v.  Hepburn,  10  Fei.  1 ; 
Chapin  o.  Curtenius,  15  lU. ,  427 ;  Masterton  v.  Beas- 
ley,  3  OhiOj  310).  An  act  done  by  one  in  the  name  and 
for  the  benefit  of  an  interested  principal  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  effected  in  that  interest,  and  unless 
repudiated  by  the  person  or  party  for  whom  it  is  as- 
sumed to  be  transacted,  is  to  be  deemed  accepted  as 
such  an  act  of  agency  for  the  avowed  principal. 

It  was  so  claimed  in  the  matter  now  under  consid- 
eration, and  it  does  not  lie  with  the  adverse  party  in 
interest  to  assert  that  the  assumed  agent,  whose  acts 
were  in  no  way  disclaimed,  but  were  relied  upon  by 
those  for  whom  he  professed  to  act,  bad  no  authority 
(Masterton  v.  Beasley,  supra).  Indeed,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  hold  in  any  case  that  the  mere  intervention 
of  a  stranger  for  the  benefit  of  one  entitled  to  redeem 
his  lands  from  forfeiture,  should  (unless  expressly  re- 
pudiated) be  held  ineffectual  for  that  purpose. 

The  right  of  redemption  of  the  land,  for  and  on  be» 
half  of  Francis  Price,  being  shown  to  exist,  and  its 
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exercise  having  been  dnly  proved,  the  defendant  fiuls 
to  establish  any  foundation  for  his  claim  of  title,  and 
the  judgment  against  him  should  be  afSa*med« 

Judgment  affirmed. 


ERICKSON  against  QUINN. 

Court  of  Appeals  ;  DeceTober^  1873. 

Creditob'b  Actiok.— Judgment    Liek. — Decbee. — 

Execution. 

The  plaintiff  in  a  creditor's  action  may,  pending  the  action,  and 
ivithout  waiving  or  al>andoning  the  lien  of  his  judgment,  proceed 
to-sell  the  debtor's  lands  on  execution  upon  his  judgment. 

Having  done  so,  he  may  still  proceed  with  the  creditor's  action,  to 
obtain  a  judgment  removing  the  cloud  upon  title. 

The  various  remedies  of  a  creditor  to  enforce  his  judgment, — stated. 

Aaron  Erickson  and  another  brought  this  action,  in 
the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill,  against  Mary  A.  Qninn 
and  others,  to  reach  certain  real  property  alleged  to 
have  been  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  Mary,  with  intent 
to  defraud  the  creditors  of  one  O'Maley. 

The  Union  Bank,  afterwards  the  National  Union 
Bank  of  Rochester,  recovered  judgment  in  1861  against 
O'Maley,  and  execution  was  issued,  and  returned  un- 
satisfied  in  part.  At  the  time  of  contracting  the  debt 
upon  which  this  judgment  was  recovered,  O'Maley 
was  owner  in  fee  of  the  real  property  which  the  plain- 
tiflE  now  sought  to  reach.  ShorUy  before  the  recovery 
of  the  judgment,  O'Maley,  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
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creditors,  conveyed  the  property  to  his  son-in-law,  John 
Qninn,  the  husband  of  the  present  defendant,  Mary. 
John  and  Mary,  subsequent  to  the  recovery  of  tlie 
judgment,  conveyed  the  property  to  one  Hart,  who 
afterwards  conveyed  it  to  Mary. 

The  judgment  having  been  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, they  brought  this  action  to  set  aside  these  convey- 
ances, and  subject  the  property  to  their  judgment ; 
and  the  complaint  asked  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
and  a  sale  of  the  property. 

On  the  first  trial  of  the  action  defendants  previiiled  ; 
but  the  plaintiffs  appealed  ;  and  pending  their  appeal 
they  also  issued  execution  on  their  original  judgment, 
and  advertised  the  property  for  sale.  Defendants 
moved  to  set  aside  the  execution  ;  and  the  parties 
thereupon  stipulated  that  no  sale  should  be  had  until 
after  decision  of  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  in  the 
creditor's  suit.  The  judgment  in  the  creditor's  suit 
having  been  reversed  on  appeal  (3  Lans.j  299),  plain- 
tiffs caused  the  property  to  be  sold  under  the  execu- 
tion, and  bought  it  in  for  the  full  amount  of  their 
claim.  They  still  continued  their  creditor's  action,  no 
longer,  however,  seeking  a  receiver,  but  treating  the 
action  as  one  to  remove  obstacles  to  their  judgment. 
On  the  second  trial,  the  referee  held  the  conveyance  to 
•defendant  to  be  fraudulent  and  void.  The  judgment 
of  this  court  to  that  effect,  with  modification  as  to 
<;osts,  is  reported  in  47  N.  T.  410. 

The  defendant  then  moved  in  the  court  below,  upon 
affidavits  of  the  fact  that  the  execution  sale  had  been 
had  pending  the  creditor' s  action,  and  that  defendant 
was  ignorant  thereof,  and  obtained  an  order  setting 
aside  the  judgment  in  the  creditor's  action,  and  the 
rei)ort  of  the  referee;  and  giving  defendant  leave  to 
put  in  a  supplementary  answer,  pleading  the  sale  on 
the  original  judgment  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
mentf  and  a  bar  to  the  creditor's  action.    The  supreme 
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court,  on  appeal,  reversed  this  order,  and  defendant 
appealed  to  this  coart. 

Defendant  also  moved  in  this  court  to  vacate  the 
previous  judgment  of  this  court  in  the  creditor's  ac- 
tion (47  N'.  T.J  410),  upon  the  same  ground. 

J.  O.  Cochraiij  for  appellant. 

O.  F.  Danforthj  for  respondent. 

By  the  Court. — Allen,  J. — The  plaintiflis,  judg- 
ment creditors  of  O'Maley,  in  pursuing  their  remedy 
against  the  lands  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently 
conveyed  to  the  defendant,  had  the  choice  of  three 
several  proceedings.  They  might  have  sold  the  prem- 
ises by  execution  on  the  judgment,  and  left  the  pur- 
chaser, after  his  title  should  become  perfect  by  a  deed 
from  the  sheriff,  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  defend- 
ant's title,  in  an  action  of  ejectment;  or,  secondly,  they 
might  have  issued  their  execution  and  brought  their 
action  to  remove  the  fraudulent  obstruction,  and 
awaited  the  result  of  the  action  before  selling  the  prop- 
erty ;  or,  thirdly,  they  had  the  right,  upon  the  return  of 
an  execution  unsatisfied,  to  bring  an  action  in  the 
natare  of  a  creditor's  bill,  to  have  the  conveyance  to 
the  defendant  adjudged  fraudulent  as  against  their 
judgment,  and  the  lands  sold  by  a  receiver  or  other 
officer  of  the  court,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  as  equitable  interests  and 
things  in  natare  of  a  judgment  debtor  are  reached  and 
applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  judgments  against  them. 

Chautauqua  Co.  Bank  v.  White,  1  Oomst^  236,  is 
authority  for  the  last  mentioned  course  of  procedure, 
and  Chautauqua  Co.  Bank  v.  Risley,  19  N.  F.,  389, 
holding  that  a  creditor  pursuing  his  remedy  in  that 
form  is  liable  to  lose  the  priority  of  his  lien  by  judg* 
menti  and  must  take  title  subject  to  all  liens  existing^ 
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before  the  commencement  of  his  action,  makes  it  for 
the  interest  of  the  judgment  creditors  to  pursue  their 
^<*inedy  under  their  judgment,  and  by  execution,  rather 
than  by  equitable  action.    The  plaintiffs  Iramed  their 
^*omplaint  as  in  a  creditor's  suit,  and  asked  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  and  a  sale  of  the  property, 
^Dd  the  facts  averred  authorized  the  relief  demanded. 

But  after  the  first  trial  of  the  action,  and  pending  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment,  they  issued  an  execution 
Hud  advertised  the  property  for  sale,  and  a  motion 
being  made  to  set  aside  the  execution  upon  some 
ground  not  disclosed,  but  evidently  not  for  the  reason 
that  the  two  remedies  were  incompatible,  it  was  agreed 
that  no  sale  should  be  had  tintil  after  .the  decision  of 
the  appeaL  That  judgment  was  reversed,  and  the 
plaintiflb,  relieved  from  their  stipulation,  then  caused 
the  property  to  be  sold  on  their  execution,  and  became 
the  purchasers  for  the  full  amount  of  their  claim. 
Prom  that  time  they  seem  to  have  treated  the  action  as 
brought  and  prosecuted  to  remove  obstructions  to  their 
judgment  and  execution.  If  an  execution  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  was  necessary  to  authorize  the  interven- 
tion of  the  court,  that  fact  was  not  averred  or  proved, 
neither  was  any  objection  taken  for  the  want  of  such 
averment  and  proof. 

Whether  the  judgment  being  a  lien,  an  execution 
\^a8  necessary  to  an  action  to  remove  a  fraudulent  ob- 
struction and  hindrance  to  its  collection  may  be  doubt- 
ful, but  need  not  be  decided  (see  Spear  v.  Wardell,  1 
Comstj  144).    The  judgment  of  the  referee  upon  the 
second  trial  was  limited  to  a  declaration  and  adjudica- 
tion that  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  was  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  their 
judgment  was  a  lien  upon  the  property  described,  and 
that  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  coui-t  and 
in  this  court.     The  defendant  at  no  stage  of  the  action 
objected  that  the  judgment  did  not  go  far  enough,  in 
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that  it  did  not  direct  or  aathorize  a  sale  and  applica- 
tion of  the  property  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment. She  acqaiesoed  in  the  form  of  the  judgment, 
and  only  contested  the  main  issue,  which  was  as  to  the 
.  validity  of  her  deed.  It  is  not  very  apparent  that  she 
coald  have  interposed  an  objection  that  would  have 
availed  her.  If  the  deed  under  which  she  claimed  was 
fraudulent,  the  judgment  creditors  of  the  fraudulent 
grantee  had  a  l^al  as  well  as  an  equitable  right  to  the 
benefit  of  their  judgment  and  the  fruits  of  their  action, 
and  were  not  bound  to  waive  or  abandon  the  Ken  of 
their  judgment  and  substitute  the  equitable  lien  under 
their  lis  pendens  of  a  later  date.  Had  the  facts  now 
relied  upon  been  suggested  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal  in  this  court  the  judgment  would  probably  have 
been  the  same.  The  plaintiffs  had  a  standing  in  court, 
and  were  entitled  to  the  relief  they  obtained.  If  there 
was  any  incompatibility  in  pursuing  their  le^l  remedy, 
the  latter  should  have  been  arrested  or  controlled  to 
meet  the  exigencies  of  the  judgment  in  this  action. 
Tliere  was  no  fraud  or  legal  irregularity  in  proceeding 
with  the  actiou,  and,  pending  it,  to  sell  the  property 
upon  execution.  There  is  no  evidence  of  intentional  con- 
cealment of  the  sale,  and  the  proceedings  to  acquire 
the  title  under  it.  The  court  below  were  not  authorized 
upon  the  facts  alleged  to  interfere  with,  and  either 
modify  or  set  aside  the  judgments  of  this  court. 
The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurred  except  Chuboh,  Ch.  J., 
not  voting. 


NEW  SERIES:   Vol.   XV.  371 

Anonymooa. 


ANONYMOUS. 

Swpreme  Courts  First  Department^  First  District  /• 
Oeneral  Term^  January^  1874. 

DiYOBCE. — Pleading.— Parties.— Affirmative 

Belief. 

Ib  an  action  for  divorce,  brought  by  a  husband  against  his  second 
wife,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  first  wife  living  at  the  time  of 
the  second  marriage,  he  obtained  a  divorce  by  her  failure  to  defend; 
and  he  afterward  married  a  third  wife.  The  secood  wife  was  sub- 
sequently allowed  to  open  the  judgment  of  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  and  to  put  in  an  answer  alleging  the  validity  of  the  second 
marriage.  The  third  wife  then  obtained  leave  of  court  to  inter- 
vene, and  she  put  in  an  answer  alleging  the  invalidity  of  the  sec- 
ond marriage  and  insisting  on  the  validity  of  her  own,  the  third. 
Held^  that  without  any  amendment  of  the  complaint,  the  court 
could  not  adjudge  both  the  second  and  third  marriages  void. 

It  is  only  where  such  relief  is  applied  for  in  the  manner  prescribed  for 
in  the  statute,  by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  claimed  to  be 
unlawful  on  account  of  the  existence  of  a  former  husband  or  wife 
of  one  of  them,  that  the  statute  allows  such  marriage  to  be  ad- 
judged void.* 

The  relief  to  be  awarded  in  an  equitable  action  must  bo  in  accord- 
ance with  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  as  well  as  with  the 
proof 8.  It  is  not  sufficient  in  such  a  case  to  sustain  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  relief  that  he  has  not  asked  for,  and  on  a 
ground  not  submitted  to  the  court  by  his  complaint,  that  it  appears 
from  the  proofs  taken  that  he  may  be  entitled  to  it. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  married  his  first  wife  in 
England  in  1839 ;  soon  separated  from  her  and  mar- 
ried a  second  wife  in  this  country  in  1843  ;  obtained  a 
divorce  from  the  second  wife  in  1864,  in  an  action  which 
she  did  not  defend  ;  and  in  1865  married  a  third  wife, 
both  the  first  and  second  being  living.    The  questions 

>»  See  0  Albany  L.  Jl,  6,  25.  ^^ 
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now  before  the  court  arose  out  of  the  application  of  the 
second  wife,  on  which  the  judgment  of  divorce  was 
opened,  thus  reinstating  her  again,  and  the  consequent 
application  of  the  third  wife  to  be  allowed  to  intervene 
and  litigate  for  her  own  protection  in  defense  of  the 
third  marriage.  The  details  necessary  to  an  understand- 
ing of  the  decision  are  as  follows. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  then  a  resident  of  England, 
on  April  23,  1839,  married   his  wife  No.  1,  and  after 
living  with  her  for  about  one  year^  left' and  abandoned 
her,  and  came  to  the  city  of  New  York,  where  he  has 
since  resided.    About  three  months  after  her  abaudon- 
•  ment  by  the  plaintiff,  she  was  delivered  of  a  daughter, 
the  result  of  their  marriage.   On  or  about  May  81, 1843, 
a  deed  of  separation  was  executed  between  them,  pro- 
viding, among  other  things,  that  they  should  live  sep- 
arate and  apart  from  each  other,  but  containing  nothing 
whatever  from  which  it  could  be  claimed,  or  inferred, 
that  either  of  them  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  marry  again. 
But  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  marriage  itself 
continued  in  force,  the   plaintiff's   wife  intermarried 
again  with  another  man  in  England,  on  September  3, 
1843  ;  and  the  plaintiff  himself,  on  October  31,  1843,  at 
Brooklyn,  married  his  wife  No.  2,  the  real  defendant 
in  this  action.     After  living  with  her  for  twenty  years, 
and  having  by  her  five  children,  who  are  still  living,  he 
separated  from  her,  on  the  unfounded  pretense  that 
he  was  in  danger  of  disturbance  from  the  interference 
of  his  first  wife,  and  that  he  had  just  discovered  that 
his  second  marriage  was  void,  because  he  had  no  right 
to  contract  it,  as  he  supposed  he  had,  by  force  of  the 
deed  of  separation  between  himself  and  his  first  wife. 
He  appears  to  have  succeeded  in  impressing  the  wife 
of  the  second  marriage  with  the  conviction  that  his 
marriage  with  her  was  void  for  the  reason  assigned  by 
him,  and  she  submitted  to  an  adjudication  of  that  fact 
in  this  action  without  interposing  any  defense. 


I 
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That  adjudication  seems  to  have  been  greatly  owing 
to  the  evidence  of  a  witness  named  John  Slade,  who  was 
produced,  on  the  reference  ordered  to  take  proof  of  the 
facts,  by  the  plaintiff,  and  whose  evidence  there  is  good 
xeason  to  believe  was  willfully  and  completely  false. 

On  March  7,  1864,  the  jadgment  was  recovered,  de- 
tdaring  the  marriage  solemnized  in  1843  void,  for  the 
Teason  that  the  plaintiff's  first  wife  continued  to  be 
alive  ;  and  while  the  plaintiff  had  no  reason  whatever 
for  supposing  his  first  wife  to  have  died  in  the  mean 
time,  and  after  having  himself,  on  the  reference  ordered 
in  the  action,  shown  her  to  be  living,  he  married  his 
wife  No.  3,  the  present  respondent,  on  July  1,  1865, 
and  continued  to  live  with  her  as  his  wife,  until  about 
October  6, 1871,  they  having  during  that  time  two  chil- 
dren. 

On  October  18,  1871,  the  wife  No.  2  applied  to  the 
court  to  be  permitted  to  defend  the  action  in  which  her 
marriage  had  been  adjudged  unlawful,  for  the  reason 
that  she  was  deceived  by  the  plaintiff's  representations, 
and  by  that  means  was  induced  to  allow  the  action  to 
be  undefended.  The  court  on  October  24  vacated  the 
previous  judgment,  and  allowed  her  to  serve  an  an- 
swer to  the  complaint,  which  she  did,  alleging  the  va- 
lidity of  her  marriage  with  the  plaintiff.  The  present 
respondent,  the  wife  No.  3,  claiming  that  the  last  pro- 
ceeding was  collusive,  and  instituted  for  the  real  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  second  marriage  as  valid,  was 
on  January  3,  1872,  allowed  to  intervene  in  the  action, 
for  her  own  protection,  and  made  a  party  with  leave 
to  plead  her  own  rights  as  against  either  party  to  the 
action.  Under  that  permission  an  answer  was  served, 
in  her  behalf,  setting  forth  in  substance  the  invalidity 
of  the  second  marriage,  and  insisting  upon  the  validity 
of  her  own  marriage  with  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff's 
complaint '  was  in  no  respect  changed,  and  no  reply 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  this  answer. 
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Bat  the  wife  of  the  second  marriage  replied  to  tl 
petition  of  the  third  wife  (on  which  she  bad  been  allow€ 
to  become  a  party),  and  serve  her  answer,  alleging  tl 
validity  of  the  second  and  the  invalidity  of  the  thii 
marriage. 

The  case  was  referred  to  and  heard  before  a  refere 
who  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflf,  against  bol 
the  second  and  third  wife,  and  in  favor  of  judgment  I 
that  effect.  The  third  wife  excepted  to  the  conclusioi 
of  the  referee,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  jnd] 
ment  against  her,  establishing  the  nullity  of  her  ma 
riagp,  and  the  court  on  argument  sustained  her  exce] 
tions  and  denied  the  plaintiff  that  judgment  Froi 
the  order  containing  that  denial  the  plaintiff  has  a] 
pealed. 

Smith  E.  Lane  and  T.  C.  T.  Buckley^  for  appe 
lant. — I.  Under  sections  118  and  122  of  the  Code,  th 
court  had  power  to  make  No.  3  a  party  (Davis  t 
Mayor,  &c.,  2  Ihierj  (563;  Shaver  v.  Brainard,  2 
Barb.,  26  ;  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  3  Abb.  Pr.,  205  ;  Warin 
V.  Waring,  Id.^  246.  Likewise  in  equity.  Story  J% 
PI,  5  ed.,  §§  72,  137  ;  Calvert  on  Parties^  3 ;  Redesc 
PI.,  164). 

II.  The  rule  is  especially  applicable  to  an  intervene 
on  her  own  application  (Story  Eq.  PI.,  8  ed.,  §  237, 
and  5).     Her  answer  submitted  the  question  and  8U{ 
plied  the  want  of  allegations  in  the  complaint  (Bate  i 
Graham,  11  IT.  T.  [1  Kern.]  237). 

III.  The  several  causes  might  be  united  {Code^  %  167 
Vermeale  v.  Beck,  16  How.  Pr.^  333). 

W.  C.  Barrdt  and  Jolin  L.  HiU,  for  respondent- 
Cited  Woods  0.  De  Figaniere,  16  Abb.  Pr.,  1 ;  Porte 
V.  Mount,  46  Barb.,  422 ;  Bailey  v.  Rider,  10  JST.  Y.  [ 
Seld.]  363 ;  James  v.  McKernon,  6  Johns.  643,  609 
Tripp  V.  Vincent,  8  Barb.  Ch.,  613 ;  Jones  v.  Grant,  I 
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^at>,  348 ;  Ward  v.  Davis,  8  Sancff,,  510 ;  Wright  v. 
Delafield,  26  iVT.  T.  266 ;  BrazUl  v.  Isham,  12  Id.,  17; 
bobbins  v.  Richardson,  2  Bgsw.,  265 ;  Code,  §  276 ; 
Crosby  v.  Leary,  6  Bosw.j  312. 

By  the  Coukt.— Daniels,  J.— Althongli  the  plain- 
's third  wife  was  allowed  to  make  herself  a  party  to 
^tie  present  action,  after  the  judgment  in  it  was  vacated 
^tid  the  second  wife  allowed  to  defend  and  to  plead  her 
^ghts  as  against  either  of  the  parties,  and  afterwards 
^ id  so  by  her  answer,  that  did  not  enlarge  or  extend 
tie  natare  of  plaintiff's  action  for  relief,  as  it  was 
presented  by  the  complaint  made  by  him.    The  action 
^till  continued  to  be  the  same,  simply  an  action  to  se- 
cure a  decree  of  nullity  of  the  plaintiff's  second  mar- 
riage.   It  was  framed  before  the  third  marriage  took 
place,  and  from  the  nature  of  things  could  have  no 
possible  relation  to  it      The  object  of  the  respond- 
ent's answer  was  not  the  extension  of  the  plaintiflfs 
action,  so  as  to  bring  in  controversy  the  validity  of  her 
own  marriage,  but  to  maintain  the  correctness  of  the 
plaintiff's  complaint,  as  to  the  unlawful  nature  of  the 
marriage  immediately  preceding  her  own.   This  was  for 
her  own  protection  and  the  protection  of  her  two  chil 
dren,  not  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with  any  legal  pretense 
for  repudiating  her  in  disgrace,  as  he  had  her  prede- 
cessor, by  showing  her  marriage  to  be  void  for  the  same 
reason  that  allowed  him  to  disregard  the  second  wife. 
When  either  the  respondent  or  the  plaintiff  himself 
succeeded  in  maintaining  the  validity  of  the  second 
marriage,  that  was  the  end  of  her  presence  as  a  party 
in  the  controversy.    That  accomplished  the  real  object 
for  which  she  was  allowed  to  answer^  and  so  far  pro- 
tected and  assured  her  rights  to  the  plaintiff  as  her 
husband. 

Whether  her  marriage  should  also  be  annulled, 
was  a  question  in  no  way  put  in  issue  by  the  parties* 
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The  plaintiff  bad  made  no  such  claim  by  his  complaint, 
and  the  respondent  asked  no  relief  of  that  description 
by  her  answer,  and  it  is  only  where  that  relief  is  ap 
plied  for  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  statnte,  by 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage,  claimed  to  be  unlaw- 
ful on  account  of  the  existence  of  a  former  husband  or 
wife  of  one  of  the  parties,  that  the  statute  has  provided 
for  its  allowance  (3  Rev.  Stat.,  5  ed.,  234,  236,  g§  36-48). 
No  such  application  was  in  any  proper  manner  made 
in  this  action,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  properly  denied 
by  the  court,  notwithstanding  the  conclusions  contained 
in  the  report  of  the  referee.  The  relief  to  be  awarded 
in  an  equitable  action  as  this  was,  must  still  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  allegations  as  well  as  the  proofi9. 
That  it  appears  from  the  proofs  taken  that  the  plaintiff 
may  be  entitled  to  it,  is  not  sufficient  when  the  pleadings 
have  wholly  omitted  to  present  the  matter  for  the  action 
and  adjudication  of  the  court  (Field  v.  Mayor,  2  Seld., 
179  ;  Kelsey  ?).  Western,  2  Comst,  601,  606 ;  Rome  Exch. 
Bank  v,  Eames,  3  Abh.  Ct.  App.  Dec,  83 ;  S.  C,  1  Keyes, 
688).  The  plaintiff,  whose  good  fortune  has  so  far 
shielded  him  from  the  legal  consequences  of  his  repeated 
violations  of  the  laws  of  the  State,  may  yet  be  able  to 
secure  the  right  now  denied  him,  but  that  would  be  a 
very  inadequate  reason  for  relieving  him  fh)m  the  ordin- 
ary requirements  the  statute  has  prescribed  for  cases  of 
this  description.  If  he  is  to  be  relieved  at  all,  and  under 
the  sanction  of  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  justice  l)e 
placed  in  a  situation  where  he  may  deceive  and  induce 
still  another  woman  to  marry  him,  it  should  only  be  by 
strictly  bringing  himself  within  all  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  upon  this  subject,  whether  they  relate  to 
the  grounds  of  the  action  itself  or  the  forms  to  be  ob- 
served in  bringing  them  to  the  notice  of  the  court.  The 
case  is  one  of  strict  right  and  not  one  which  deserves 
to  be  promoted  by  any  favorable  interposition  on  the 
part  of  a  court  of  justice.    When  neither  the  fear  of 
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t^e  laws  nor  the  duty  of  securing  a  reputable  social 
portion  for  his  own  children,  has  proved  sufficient  to 
T^rain  the  plaintiff  from  the  open  violation  of  their 
pi'ohibitions,  he  should  not  only  prove,  but  in  addition 
to  that,  present  by  his  complaint  in  the  mode  prescribed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  statute,  the  case   which  may 
entitle  him  to  be  set  at  liberty  to  indulge  in  a  repetition 
of  his  former  offenses.     Until  that  shall  be  done,  no  in- 
jary  whatever  can  result  from  subordinating  his  frec»- 
dom  to  the  obligations  he  apparently  regards  as  the  in- 
convenient consequences  of  his  third  marriage. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no  such  relief  as  he  now 
demands  in  this  action.  It  has  neither  been  demanded 
by  himself  nor  by  his  wife,  as  the  statute  requires  such 
an  application  to  be  made.  For  that  reason  the  order 
appealed  from  was  strictly  right,  and  it  should,  there- 
fore, be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


ROBERTS  against  BERDELL. 

Court  of  Appeals  ;  February^  1873. 

Paymxnt. — Cause  of  Action. — ^Limitatioks. — Cok- 

VEBSION. 

For  the  purpose  of  satisfying  a  pledgee's  claim,  and  sustaining  as  ac- 
tion for  a  conversion  of  the  pledge,  a  payment  of  the  claim,  made 
on  mccoant  of  the  debtor,  altlirmgh  without  his  knowledge,  is 
equivalent  to  a  payment  by  himself. 

Where  the  pledgor,  after  learning  of  such  a  payment,  applied  repeat- 
edly for  a  re-delivery  of  the  pledge,  and  was  put  off  by  the 
pledgee,  and  finally  disavowed  the  alleged  payment,  unci  made  a 
formal  demand  of  the  pledge,  coupled  with  an  offer  to  pay  wbat 
H.  B.— xr. — 12 
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was  due,  bat  without  a  tender,  and  the  pledgee  then  for  the  fir 
time  absolutely  refused  to  deliver  the  pledge  ;—ffdd^  that  an  actic 
for  conversion  could  be  sustained  on  proof  that  the  payment  w; 
actually  previously  made. 

The  cause  of  action  was  not  barred  until  six  years  after  the  form 
demand  and  refusal,  although  the  payment  and  previous  reques 
for  a  return  of  the  pledge  took  place  more  than4nz  yean  before  tl 
action  was  brought. 

Demand  and  refusal  are  evidence  of  a  conversion  at  the  time  of  ti 
refusal 


Sidney  D.  Roberts  sned  Robert  H.  Berdell  in  tt 
supreme  court,  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  coi 
version  by  defendant  of  four  mortgage  bonds  of  tl 
Long  Dock  Company,  which  belonged  to  one  Seymou: 
and  were  pledged  by  him  with  defendant  as  securit 
for  a  loan,  and  which  defendant  after  repayment  of  tl 
loan  refused  to  return  to  Seymour.  Plaintiff  claime 
to  recover  as  Seymour's  assignee  of  the  cause  < 
action. 

In  1856,  defendant  was  acting  president  of  the  Lon 
Dock  Company.  Seymour  was  a  contractor  with  tl 
company  for  building  a  tunnel.  Seymour's  contra^ 
provided  that  he  should  be  paid  partly  in  the  bonds  < 
the  company,  by  the  acting  president,  upon  Seymour 
requisitions  upon  the  company.  It  being  desired  thj 
the  bonds  of  the  company  should  not  be  thrown  xipo 
the  market  pending  certain  negotiations  for  the  sale  < 
a  large  amount  of  the  bonds,  the  defendant  made  ac 
vannes  to  Seymour  on  a  pledge  of  several  of  the  bone 
that  he  received  as  the  work  progressed.  There  wj 
some  conflict  in  the  testimony  as  to  whether  these  paj 
ments  were  intended  by  defendant  as  loans  made  b 
himself  personally  or  as  advances  by  the  company 
but  the  weight  of  evidence  was  clearly  that  defendai 
made  the  loans  individually.  Defendant,  however,  n 
ported  to  the  company  in  his  monthly  accounts  tl 
amount  of  these  loans,  as  advances  made  to  Seymoux 
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and  they  were  charged  to  Seymour  against  credits 
given  to  him  for  his  work.  These  loans  were  thus  in 
effect  reimbursed,  more  than  six  y«ars  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  Seymour  testified  on  the 
trial  that  in  March,  1861,  at  an  interview  with  defend- 
ant, it  was  agreed  to  let  the  accounts  stand  as  represent- 
ing the  transaction,  and  that  defendant  promised  to 
hand  him  the  bonds  in  a  few  days.  Defendant  re- 
quested Seymour  to  call  at  his  store  to  receive  them. 
Witness  went  to  the  store  in  a  few  days  and  saw  the 
bonds.  Defendant  said  he  must  see  the  agents  of  the 
company  before  he  could  give  up  the  bonds.  Witness 
called  at  the  store  probably  twenty  times  to  get  the 
bonds,  and  have  the  other  matters  settled  if  possible. 
He  called  again  the  last  time  in  June,  1861,  told  de- 
fendant that  he  wanted  his  bonds ;  it  was  not  a  com- 
pany matter  and  he  would  refund  the  loan  with  interest 
if  defendant  would  give  witness  the  bonds.  Defendant 
said  it  was  a  private  loan  ;  that  he  understood  witness 
had  commenced  proceedings  against  the  company,  and 
therefore  he  would  not  settle  anything.  This  was  the 
first  time  he  ever  refused  to  give  witness  the  bonds. 

TAe  supreme  court  sustained  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiff,  awarded  by  the  referee,  and  held  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  commenced  running  when  this  last 
demand  was  made,  and  defendant  refused  to  deliver 
the  bonds,  /.  e.,  in  June,  1891.    Defendant  appealed. 

Samuel  J.  Olassey^  for  defendant,  appellant.— Be- 
sides insisting  that  the  finding  of  payment  was  against 
the  weight  of  evidence  and  unsupported  by  the  evi- 
dence, insisted  that  the  action  was  barred  by  the  stat- 
nte  of  limitations ;  that  the  several  loans  were  independ- 
ent transactions;  that  the  alleged  demand  in  June, 
1861,  would  not  sustain  the  action,  if  it  was  accom- 
panied by  an  admission  that  the  debt  was  still  unpaid. 
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and  by  a  promise  to  pay,  when  no  tender  was  made. 
That  by  the  finding  of  payment  it  appeared  that  de- 
fendant had  wrongfnlly  retained  the  bonds  for  a  year 
before  this  last  demand,  and  they  had  been  lepeatedly 
called  for,  so  that  the  cause  of  action  accraed  more 
than  six  years  before  the  suit  was  brought.  Plaintiff's 
subsequent  demand  did  not  extend  the  time  (Kelsey  v. 
Oris  wold,  6  Barb.,  436  ;  Bucklin  v.  Ford,  5  Id..  399  ; 
Roberts  t.  Sykes,  30  7rf.,  173).  Defendant's  promise 
to  return  the  bonds,  after  demand,  and  failure  to  do  so, 
was  a  conversion,  more  than  six  years  before  suit 
brought  (Durell  v.  Mozier,  8  Johns. ,  445  ;  Farrington 
V.  Paine,  15  Id.y  430).  So  too  the  demand  made  a  few 
days  after  the  promise  to  return  them,  was  sufficient, 
and  the  failure  to  get  them  was  a  refusal  (Watkins  v. 
Woolley,  1  Oow.j  69  ;  Golightly  v.  Ryn,  Lo/t.,  88 ; 
Da  vies  v.  Nicholas,  iCarr.  A*  P.,  339) ;  and  the  request 
to  see  the  other  agents  of  the  company  before  return- 
ing the  bonds  was  equivalent  to  a  refusal  (Davies  v. 
Vernan,  6  Ad.  &  El.  N.  5.,  443) ;  hence  the  conversion 
was  more  than  six  years  before  suit  brought. 

Thomas  Henry  EdsaU,  for  plaintiff,  respondent. — 
As  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  cited  1  Chitly^s  Pl.^  14 
Am.  ed.,  157,  and  cases  cited ;  Howland  v.  Edmond,  24 
N.  r.,  308 ;  Pars,  on  Cont.j  91 ;  Bain  x.  Walker,  12 
Barb.,  898;  Kelsey  v.  Griswold,  6  Id.,  437;  Little  v. 
Blunt,  9  Pick.,  487;  and  distinguished  Roberts  v. 
Sykes,  as  not  applicable,  but  only  requiring  payment 
to  be  made  within  six  years  of  the  pledge. 

By  the  Court. — Allen,  J.  [After  disposing  of  an 
appeal  from  an  order  refusing  a  new  trial,  as  being  a 
non-appealable  order.]— The  referee  has  found  that  the 
four  b*nds  were  pledged  to  the  defendant  as  security 
for  these  several  loans  by  him  to  Seymour,  and  that 
^^each  of  said  loans  was  repaid  to  said  defendant 
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within  thirty  days  after  date  by  said  Seymour."  And 
it  is  claimed  npon  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  that 
this  last  finding  was  entirely  without  evidence.  The 
precise  time  of  the  payment  is  not  an  essential  part  of 
the  finding.  If  paid  at  all,  it  is  not  disputed  that  they 
were  paid  before  the  demand  of  the  bonds  by  Seymour, 
and  if  there  was  evidence  that  the  loans  were  paid  in 
behalf  and  on  acconnt  of  the  borrower,  it  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  payment  by  him  in  person,  and  the  finding 
would  be  justified. 

The  only  material  fact  found  was  the  repayment  of 
the  loans  to  the  defendant,  before  the  demand  was 
made  of  a  re-delivery  of  the  bonds.  The  evidence  did 
tend  to  prove  a  payment  as  found.  Seymour  was  at 
the  time  of  the  loans  constructing  the  Bergen  tunnel 
under  a  contract  with  the  Long  Dock  Company,  and 
the  defendant,  as  the  acting  president  of  the  company, 
made  advances  upon  the  work,  on  the  requisition  of 
Seymour,  and  at  the  end  of  each  month  was  repaid  by 
the  company,  and  the  advances  were  charged  by  it  to 
Seymour  as  payments  on  his  contract.  These  loans 
were  reported  to  the  company  by  the  defendant  as  ad- 
vances, and  credited  to  him  and  charged  to  Seymour, 
and  this  was  assented  to  by  the  latter  at  an  interview 
between  himself  and  the  defendant,  and  in  the  words  of 
Mr.  Seymour,  "Mr.  Berdell  promised  to  return  the 
bonds  and  to  let  the  account  stand  as  it  was,  as  he, 
Berdell,  had  been  paid  his  loans." 

Mr.  Seymour  was  corroborated  by  his  own  book- 
keeper, who  was  present.  He  was  contradicted  by  the 
defendant  as  to  the  fact  that  these  loans  were  by  him 
and  not  by  the  Long  Dock  Company,  but  on  cross- 
examination  he  does  say,  that  it  was  his  intention  at 
the  time  to  make  a  personal  loan,  but  changed  his  mind, 
although  he  did  not  notify  Seymour  of  such  change. 
He  does,  however,  admit  in  substance,  that  it  was  ar- 
ranged, as  testified  to  by  Seymour,  that  the  moneys 
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should  l*emain  charged  to  Seymour  in  acconnt  with  the 
Long  Dock  Company,  and  does  not  claim  that  he  is  oat 
of  p  >cket.  On  the  contrary,  the  plain  inference  from 
his  own  statement  is  that  he  has  been  reimbursed  the 
loans  by  the  Long  Dock  Company. 

It  IS  not  objected  here  that  the  report  of  the  referee, 
that  the  loans  were  made  by  the  defendant  and  the 
bonds  received  by  him  in  pledge  for  the  debt  to  him^ 
is  not  warranted  by  the  evidence.  Neither  is  it  ob- 
jected that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  defend- 
ant has  been  reimbursed  by  the  Long  Dock  Company. 
It  follows, — all  the  parties,  Berdell,  the  lender,  and 
who,  as  he  says,  himself  was  acting  as  president  of  the 
Long  Dock  Company,  having  "the  entire  charge  of  tho 
affairs  of  the  company,  in  relation  to  Mr.  Seymour," 
Seymour,  the  borrower,  and  Mr.  Brunner,  the  auditor 
of  the  company,  haying  consented  that  the  loans 
should  be  regarded  as  payments  upon  the  Seymour  con- 
tract, and  the  same  being  charged  to  Mr.  S.,  upon  his 
contract,  and  Berdell  repaid  as  in  the  ca«ie  of  other  ad- 
vances made  by  him  for  the  company, — ^ihat  the  loans 
were  paid  by  Seymour  as  found  by  the  referee.  They 
were  paid  from  money  due  to  him 'and  by  his  debtor. 

There  is  no  finding  as  to  any  reconsideration  of  the 
arrangement,  and  a  withdrawal  of  these  items  from  the 
accounts  between  Seymour  and  the  Long  Dock  Com- 
pany. 

The  loans  being  paid,  Mr.  Seymour  was  entitled  to 
a  return  of  the  bonds,  as  the  defendant  had  no  longer 
any  claim  or  lien  upon  them.  From  that  time  he  was 
a  naked  bailee  of  the  bonds,  holding  them  for  Sey- 
mour. 

This  disposes  of  the  next  objection  taken  by  the  ap- 
pellant, that  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  should  have  been 
granted  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence.  No 
reasons  were  assigned  for  the  motion  upon  the  trial 
or  iu  this  court     It  was  propeAy  denied. 
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The  only  other  ground,  urged  in  this  court  for  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment,  is  that  the  action  was  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

After  the  payment  of  the  loans  in  the  manner  and 
bj^  the  arrangement  stated,  the  plaintiff's  assignor  on 
sereral  occasions  asked  the  defendant  for  his  bonds, 
but  was  put  off  by  evasive  answers,  and  the  claim  was 
Hot  insisted  upon  until  the  last  of  June,  1861,  after  he 
had  quit  the  work  on  the  tunnel.  He  then  made  a 
tbrnoal  demand  of  the  defendailt  for  the  bonds,  and  he 
refused  to  deliver  them,  and  Seymour  says  this  was 
the  first  time  he  ever  refused  to  give  him  the  bonds. 

The  action  was  brought  in  less  than  six  years  after 
thiB  demand.  The  referee  finds  no  other  demand  or 
refusal,  or  any  conversion  at  any  other  time,  or  any 
facts  from  which  a  conversion  at  any  other  time  can 
be  inferred. 

The  canse  of  action  arose  upon  a  conversion  of  the 
bonds  by  the  defendant,  and  the  demand  and  refusal 
is  only  evidence  of  a  conversion,  and  is  evidence  of  a 
conversion,  at  the  time  of  the  refusal.  It  follows  that 
the  statute  of  limitations  had  not  run  against  the  ac- 
tion. If  there  had  been  a  prior  demand  and  refusal, 
or  a  conversion  prior  to  that  time,  which  would  have 
l^ven  the  plaintiff's  assignor  a  right  of  action,  the  fact 
should  have  been  proved  and  found  by  the  referee. 

A  'mere  omission  of  the  defendant  to  return  the 
bonds  after  the  payment  of  his  debt  was  not  a  conver- 
sion, and  no  conversion  can  be  presumed  prior  to  the 
demand  and  refusal  in  June,  1861  (Phillpot  v.  Kelly, 
S  Ad.  &  El.y  106  ;  Brown  v.  Cook,  9  Johns.y  361). 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


184         ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  KEPOKTS. 


Richards  v,  Judd. 


RICHARDS  against  JUDD. 

Supreme  Court,  First  Department^  First  Distriii; 

General  Term.^  January y  1874. 

EXAMmATION    OF    PaRTY. — REFUSAL    TO  AKSWER. — 

Striking  out  Complaint. — Lib£X«. 

If  a  party,  attending  to  testify  on  his  examination  as  a  witnesi  beforo 
trial  at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party,  refuses  to  answer  a  ma- 
terial and  proper  question,  his  pleading  may  be  stricken  out. 

Plaintiff,  the  vendor  of  a  medicine  which  he  advertised  as  com- 
pounded of  powerful  ingredients  and  having  great  virtues,  brought 
an  action  for  libel  against  defendants,  who  had  denounced  him  aa 
a  quack  and  his  medicine  as  a  humbug;  and  the  defendants,  in 
their  answer,  justified  by  alleging  the  worthless  and  deceptive 
character  of  his  medicines.  Iltld^  that  plaintiff,  on  examination 
at  the  instance  of  defendants  before  the  trial,  under  sections  891 
-894  of  the  Code,  was  bound  to  answer  specifically  a  question  aa 
to  what  ingredients  his  medicine  was  composed  of. 

David  Richards  sued  Orange  Judd  and  others  for 
libel,  and  the  cause  now  came  before  the  court  on 
appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  striking  out 
the  complaint,  and  dismissing  the  same  with  costs,  for 
plaintiff's  refusal  to  answer  certain  questions  pro- 
pounded to  him  as  a  witness,  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
the  court. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  complaint,  in  substance,, 
that  he  is  and  has  for  many  years  been  the  sole  pro- 
prietor, owner  and  manufacturer  of  articles  of  medi- 
cine and  merchandise,  generally  and  publicly  known 
as  Dr.  Richau's  Oolden  Remedies;  which  he  has  for 
ten  years  last  past  manufactured  and  put  up,  and 
offered  for  sale  and  sold  ;  and  that,  by  means  of  exten- 
sive advertising  and  the  good  qualities  of  such  Golden 
Remedies,  he  has  secured  large  sales  and  profits. 
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He  also  alleged,  that  the  defendants  are  publishers 
^r    a  monthly  magazine,  known  as  the  American  Agri- 
^^^iiuristy   and  having  a  circulation   monthly  of  two 
**x:t  ndred  and  fifty  thousand  copies  ;  that  in  November, 
T-S'Ta,  the  defendants  publish.ed  in  their  said  magazine 
^      certain    libelous  article,   in    the    following  words: 
**■  Sundry  Humbugs. — Our  newer  readers   keep  in- 
^vxiring  about  the  trustworthiness  of  this,  that  and  the 
^  t  li?r  doctor  for  various  diseases.  We  answer,  that  every 
^o-called  physician,  every  medical  institute,  or  college  or 
^^sociation  that  advertises  medicine  or  medical  advice, 
^y  circular  or  otherwise,  is  a  quack  ;  in  short,  a  swin- 
dle.    The  whole  tribe  of  those^who  advertise  *  marriage 
Snides,'    'female  medicines,'    'advice  to  the  young,' 
*  terrors  of  youth,'  *eye  doctors,'    'ear  doctors,'   'con- 
^mption  curers,'  'cancer  doctors  or  medicines,'  &c., 
&c.,  are  positively  quacks  and  impostors,  to  whom  it  is 
xmsafe  to  address  even  a  letter  of  inquiry ;  also,  the 
'Golden   Remedies,'    inquired  about  by  several,  are 
nonsensical  quackery.     We   have  not  room  for  a  lot 
more  of  humbugs  on  hand,  but  will  renew  the  war 
npon  them  in  the  next  volume ;  and,  as  hitherto,  we 
expect  to  shield  at  least  all  our  readers  from  swindlers, 
and,  through  them,  many  other  people." 

The  plaintiff  alleged  also,  that  the  defendants,  by 
means  of  these  words,  publislied  as  hereinbefore  set 
forth,  insinuated,  and  meant  to  be  understood  by  those 
to  whom  it  was  published,  and  to  the  public  at  laree, 
as  charging  the  plaintiff  with  being  a  quack,  impostor 
and  swindler,  and  that  the  said  "  Golden  Remedies," 
manufactured  solely  by  the  plaintiff,  were  wholly 
valueless  and  useless,  and  possessing  no  medical  qual* 
ities  whatever,  and  that  by  means  of  the  publication 
the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  in  his  reputation  and  in 
his  business,  and  been  deprived  of  custom  and  trade, 
and  lost  the  sale  of  goods  and  profits,  which  he  would 
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otherwise  have  made,  to  his  damage  twenty-five  thoi^ 
Band  dollars. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer  admit,  in  substance, 
that  they  are  publishers  of  the  American  Agricul- 
turUty  and  that,  in  December,  1872,  they  published 
the  article  under  the  caption  of  *' Sundry  Humbugs," 
above  set  forth.  They  allege  also,  that  the  publication 
is  substantially  true,  and  was  published  with  good 
motives  and  for  justifiable  ends.  They  also  set  out,  in 
extenso^  the  circulars  sent  forth  by  the  defendant  with 
his  "Golden  Remedies,"  in  which  the  plaintiff  de- 
scribes himself  as  a  physician  who  has  had  a  general 
practice  in  all  parts  of  the  world ;  and  they  aver  va- 
rious facts  tending  to  show  that  the  alleged  medicines 
of  plaintiff  are  valueless  as  remedies  for  disease,  being 
compounds  costing  but  a  few  cents  per  bottle,  and  sell- 
ing at  several  dollars,  which  the  public  would  shun  if 
the  constituent  parts  were  known. 

The  defi'ndants  propose  in  their  answer  to  give  evi- 
dence of  all  the  various  facts  alleged,  both  in  justifica- 
tion and  in  mitigation  of  damages.* 

Issue  being  joined,  the  defendants  upon  affidavit 
procured  an  order  and  summons  for  the  examination 
of  plaintiff  as  a  witness  on  their  behalf,  before  the 
trial. 

On  such  examination,  the  plaintiff  testified  that  a 
bottle  marked  '*Dr.  Richau's  Golden  Remedies,  N(». 
2,"  was  one  of  the  medicines  he  advertises  and  vends 
to  the  public.  He  was  then  asked  of  what  bals^im  No. 
2  was  composed  ?  He  refused  to  answer  the  question, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  irrelevant,  immaterial,  and  a 
secret  in  his  trade.  The  judge  directed  the  plaintiff  to 
answer  the  question.  He  then  answered:  **It  is  a 
secret  compound,  composed  of  various  ingredients. 


*  A  motion  to  compel  an  amendment  of  a  simnar  aiuwer  ii  im- 
ported in  11  Alb,  Pr.  N.  8.,  890. 
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■wliich   possess  great  medicinal  properties;"  and  re- 
fused to  state  the  names  of  the  ingredients. 

He  then  gave  evidence  showing  that  he  was  not  a 
doctor  of  medicine,  and  had  never  received  a  diploma, 
and  had  not  been  engaged  in  a  general  practice  of 
medicine  in  any  part  of  the  United  States. 

He  then  testified  that  he  advertised  "  Doctor 
Richau's  Golden  Elixir  de  Amour,  or  Eh'xir  of  Love ;" 
and  being  asked,  ''of  what  is  it  composed?"  here- 
fused  to  answer. 

The  court  at  special  term,  after  argument,  ruled 
that  the  plaintiff  must  answer  the  question  which  had 
been  propounded ;  and  on  the  question  being  repeated 
to  liim,  lie  answered:  '*It  is  a  secret  compound  of 
various  ingredients  which  possess  great  medicinal 
properties  ;"  and  refused  absolutely  to  give  any  other 
ans^ver. 

^^e  court  at  special  term^  on  presentation  of  these 
^cts,  held  that  the  answer  was  evasive ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff, under  the  advice  of  his  counsel,  refusing  to  give 
^ny  other  ansv/er,  the  court  ordered  his  complaint  to 
he  stricken  out  and  dismissed,  with  costs. 

I^laintiff  appealed. 

*^o7m  8.  Walker  J  for  plaintiff,  appellant,— Insisted 
that  the  constituents  of  the  medicines  were  not  in  issue 
iOrecnJ..  on  Eo,^  %  51) ;  and  even  were  they  revealed, 
the    only  question  would  be,  will  the  medicines  cure  1 
<March  v.  Davidson,  9  Paige,  580 ;  Swift  v.  Dicker- 
man,  31  Conn.j  285).    The  court  cannot  compel  specific 
articles  to  be  produced  by  the  party  (Anson  v.  Tuska, 
19  Abb.  Pr.,  891).    A  defendant  in  libel  cannot  call  on 
plaintifl  to  help  him  prove  his  defense  by  revealing  the 
constituents  of  the  goods  (Day  v.  Tucket,  1  Bail.  Ct., 
203;  Met.  Saloon  Co.  v.  Hawkin,  4  Hulst  <6  M.,  146 ; 
Toumhend  on  Slander  <6  L.,  366).     The  secret  of  the 
mnnnhcture  of  the  remedies  is  plaintiff's  property,  a 
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subject  of  sale,  and  cannot  be  taken  without  due  pro^ 
cess  of  law  (Jarvis  v.  Peck,  10  P.  Wms.y  118,  and  cases 
cited :  Const,  of  N.  F.,  art.  1,  §  6). 

Amos  O.  HuZl^  for  defendants,  respondents, — Cited, 
besides  the  cases  in  the  opinion,  Petridge  v.  Wells,  4 
Abb.  Pr.y  194 ;  S.  C,  13  Hov:>.  Pr.,  396 ;  Pidings  r>.  How, 
8  Sim.,  479;  Perry  v.  Tmfitt,  6  Beav.,  66;  Hallo  way 
V.  Hooway,  13  Id.,  213;  Burnett  v.  Pbalon,  11  Abb, 
Pr.,  157;  S.  C,  19  How.  Pr.^  630;  Bull  v.  Lovelace^ 
10  Dick.,  9. 

By  the  Coubt.*— Davis,  P.  J.  [After  stating  the 
facts.] — By  the  allegations  of  his  complaint  the  plain- 
tiff had  invited  an  issue  as  to  the  medicinal  qualities 
and  value  of  the  "  Golden  Remedies." 

The  statement  of  the  alleged  libel,  so  far  as  it 
pointed  directly  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  remedies,  was 
to  the  effect  that  his  '* Golden  Remedies"  are  "non- 
sensical quackery  ;"  and  it  is  chiefly  of  this  statement 
that  the  plaintiff  complains. 

The  defendants  undertake  by  their  answer  to  show 
that  this  statement  is  true. 

No  one  can  read  the  circulars  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
proved  by  himself  on  his  examination,  without  observ- 
ing the  importance  of  the  investigation  sought  to  be 
made. 

It  was  competent  to  disprove  the  assertions  of  the 
circulars  and  of  the  complaint,  by  ascertaining  the  in- 
gredients of  the  several  compounds,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  they  possess  no  such  medicinal  virtues 
as  are  claimed  by  plaintiff. 

For  instance,  he  asserts  in  his  circular  that  his 
"Elixir  of  Love"  is  composed  of  the  most  powerful 
ingredients  of  the  vegetable  kingdom,  ^'harmless,  but 

*  Present,  Davib,  P.  J.,  and  Dohohub  and  DAKiBLa,  JJ. 
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speedy  in  restoring  healthy  action  ;"  and  again:  "It 
is  the  fountain  of  youth  to  old  age;  tlie  rejuvenator 
of  pristine  vigor  in  the  young  ;  to  the  barren  women 
of  our  land  it  is  a  special  blessing."     Indeed,  it  is  im- 
possible to  read    the  vulgar,  and  in   many  respects 
shameful  assertions  and  instiuctions  that  accompany 
tie  compounds  of  plaintiff,  without  being  struck  with 
the  vileness  of  the  impostures.    That  he  can  bring  an 
action  of  libel  for  injury  alleged  to  be  done  to  his  trade 
in  his  medicines,  by  denouncing  them  as  arrant  quack- 
^Yf     and  at  the  same  time  protect  himself   against 
exposure  by  claiming  them  to  be  valuable  secrets,  is  a 
proposition  that  cannot  be  maintained  (Byrn  v.  Judd, 

11  -^bb.  Pr.  ]V.  a,  390;  and  see  11  JV.  T.  [1  Kern.], 
347). 

In  the  laudable  exposure  of  such  ''  humbugs"  as  the 
pretended  medicine  of  plaintiff  and  others,  the  defend- 
ants take  upon  themselves  great  risks,  and  subject 
themselves  to  the  annoyjince  of  suits  ;  but  I  think  they 
are  not  exposed  to  any  danger  that  courts  will  inter- 
pose any  shield  for  the  protection  of  parties  guilty  of 
fraud  and  deception  of  the  public. 

If  the  plaintiff  did  not  choose  to  try  the  question 
of  the  true  character  of  his  ''Golden  Remedies,"  he 
should  have  kept  out  of  a  court  of  justice. 

The  order  of  the  court  below  was  correct,  and 
should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  dis- 
bitfsements. 

Daniels  and  Dokohus,  JJ.^  concurred. 
Order  accordingly. 


« ^, 
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DOWLING  against  BUCKING. 

Court  of  Appeals ;  May^  1873. 

Costs. — Liability  of  Nominal  Party. 

It  ieems^  that  under  section  821  of  the  Code, —declaring  that  anai- 
signee,  &c.  of  the  cause  of  action  pending  the  suit  shall  be  liable 
for  the  costs  in  the  eame  manner  as  if  he  were  a  party, — an  abso- 
lute assignee  is  liable,  irrespective  of  the  question  whether  he  oTer 
took  any  part  in  prosecuting  the  action. 

Ihat  section,  however,  does  not  render  liable  a  person  who  merelj 
takes  an  assignment  of  the  claim  as  collateral  security.* 

R.  H.  Dowling  took  proceedings  in  tlie  New  York 
common  pleas  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  upon 
premises  owned  by  the  defendant,  Charles  P.  Bucking. 
Pending  the  proceedings,  the  claimant  assigned  his 
claim  to  Messrs.  Hills  &  Wakeman,  as  collateral  sa- 
curity  for  his  indebtedness  to  them.  The  assignment 
is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  common  pleaSy  on  appeal  from  an  order  deny- 
ing defendant's  motion  to  compel  these  assignees  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  unsuccessful  prosecution  of  the 
suit,  held  that,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  assignees 
had  conducted  or  carried  on  t^he  proceeding,  or  aided 
in  so  doing,  they  were  not  liable.  Defendant  appealed 
to  this  court. 

Augustus  Smithy  for  appellant. 

T.  B.  Wakeman^  opposed. 

By  the  Court. — Peokham,  J. — ^This  is  an  appeal 
from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  court  of  com- 

*  Compare  Voorhees  o.  McCartney,  61  N.  T,  887. 
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mon  pleas  of  the  city  of  New  York,  affirming  an  order 
denying  the  motion  of  the  defendant,  Bucking,  that 
Hills  &  Wakeman,  the  alleged  assignees  and  owners 
of  the  demand  in  this  case,  pay  the  costs  of  the  suc- 
cessful defense  therein. 

During  the  pendency  of  the  suit  to  establish  a  lien, 
the  claimant  assigned  his  claim  in  writing  to  his  cred- 
itors. Hills  &  Wakeman,  ''to  take  and  hold,  and  to 
proceed  to  enforce  the  same  in  my  name,  and  for  me, 
and  to  collect,  have  and  receive  all  the  papers,  pro- 
ceedings and  matters  concerning  the  same,  in  their  own 
control,  and  to  collect  and  have  all  the  moneys  that 
may  be  obtained  in  any  suit  now  pending,  or  to  be 
commenced,  or  from  settlement  or  compromise,  that 
they  in  their  discretion  may  think  best,  to  complete ; 
•  .  .  .  and  I  agree  to  aid  the  profcecution  o\'  sjiid 
claim,  and  do  all  I  can  to  insure  the  collection  of  the 
same." 

This  was  conditioned  that  the  assignees  should  from 
the  proceeds  first  pay  the  debt  due  tliem  from  the  as- 
signor, and  then  pay  the  balance  to  him.  The  assignees 
under  this  assignment  agreed  in  these  words :  *'  We 
hereby  agree  to  the  condition  of  the  foregoing  in- 
Btmment." 

Considerable  evidence  was  before  the  court,  tak^n 
by  commission  and  by  affidavit,  touching  the  question 
whether  the  assignees  had  in  fact  carried  on  the  suit, 
or  bad  merely  held  the  claim  as  collateral.  The  court 
below  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  they  had  not  con- 
ducted or  carried  on  the  suit,  or  aided  in  doing  so.  I 
have  carefully  examined  the  tv^stimony ;  and,  although 
there  is  come  slight  evidence  of  a  c'ontrary  tendency, 
the  substance  of  the  case  is  with  the  respondents.  The 
original  case  was  on  trial  before  a  referee  for  a  long 
time;  the  costs  of  defending  the  action  were  some 
eight  hundred  dollars.  But  the  evidence  establishes 
that  neither  of  the  assignees  ever  attended  a  hearing 
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before  the  referee.  That  they  never  employed  the 
attorney  or  the  connsel  for  prosecuting  the  claim,  met 
or  advised  with  either.  The  attorney  was  employed 
before  the  assignment;  and  the  attorney  was  paid 
rxrlusively,  so  far  as  he  had  any  pay,  by  the  assignor, 
who  gave  his  personal  attention  to  the  prosecution. 
Fifty  dollars  for  that  purpose  he  borrowed  of  the 
assignees.  The  assignees  explicitlj'  deny  that  they 
ever  took  any  ])art  in  the  prosecution,  and  it  is  clear 
they  did  not  take  any  substantial  part.  The  assignor, 
by  all  the  testimony,  was  tlie  man  who  acted  for  the 
claim.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  movers  to  make  out  an 
allirmative  case.  Upon  the  whole  evidence,  I  think 
th'.y  fail. 

I  have  examined  tliis  question  as  to  prosecuting 
the  claim,  because  it  was  strenuously  argued  by  both 
parties.  Prior  to  the  Code,  it  would  have  been  perti- 
nent ;  since  the  Code,  I  think  the  sole  question,  was 
the  assignee  the  actual  owner? 

The  Code  provides  that,  in  actions  in  which  the 
cause  of  action  shall  by  assignment  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  or  in  any  other  manner 
become  the  property  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  such  person  ^' shall  be  liable  for  the  costs  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  he  were  a  party  ■'  (Code,  §  321). 

It  is  settled  that  this  provision  does  not  include  a 
person  who  merely  takes  the  claim  as  collateral  security 
(Wolcott  t.  Holcomb,  31  If.  T.  125).  Confessedly, 
these  assignees  never  took  this  assignment  otherwise 
than  as  collateral  security. 

Therefore,  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 
Order  affirmed. 


. 
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TOWLE  agaiTist  COVERT. 

New  TorJc  Common  Pleas ;  Oeneral  Term^    Janu- 
ary^ 1874. 

JuEisDiCTioN.  — Attachment. 

The  New  York  commoD  pleas  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  of  an  ac< 
don  upon  contract  for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  against  a  nonr 
resident  defendant,  by  service  by  publication,  and  by  the  issue  and 
levy  of  an  attachment,  as  a  provisional  remedy,  upon  his  property 
within  the  county. 

Bat  in  such  case  the  warrant  of  attachment  will  not  necessarily  be 
set  aside,  because  it  may  be  issued  before  service  of  summons. 

Appeal  from  an  order. 

This  action   was  brought  by  Hamilton  E.   Towle 
against  Hiram  C.  Covert. 

J.  Langdon  Ward^  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 
JSUiott  F.  Shepard^  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

By  the  Court.* — The  action  was  upon  con- 
tract for  the  recovery  of  money  only.  Prior  to  tlie 
act,  chap.  239,  Laws  of  1873,  this  court  would  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  action  if  the  defendant  resided  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  or  was  served  with  the  summons 
therein  {Code,  %  33).  The  action  having  been  brought 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  aforesaid,  the  court,  on 
proof 'that  the  defendant  was  not  a  resident  of  this 
State,  and  could  not  be  found  therein,  but  had  property 
therein  liable  to  attachment  made  an  order  for  tho 
publication  of  the  summons  and  service  by  mail  there- 
of, and  granted  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  de 
fendant's  property.     On  failure  of  defendant  to  an- 

*  Present,  Dalt,  Ch.  J.,  and  Robinson  and  J.  F.  Dalt,  J  J. 
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swer,  and  on  due  proof  of  service  by  publication  of 
Bommons,  and  of  levy  under  the  attachment  issued, 
judgment  was  entered  against  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  was  irregular,  this  court  not  having 
acquired  jurisdiction  (Landers  v.  Staten  Island  B.  B. 
Co.,  14  Abb.  Pr.  iT.  S.,  346).  The  order  of  publication, 
the  judgment  and  all  proceedings  thereunder,  and  the 
levy  under  the  attachment  must  be  set  aside. 

The  warrant  of  attachment  will  not  be  set  aside,  be- 
cause it  may  be  issued  before  the  summons  is  served 
(Woodward  v.  Stearns,  10  Abb.  Pr.  ]\\  51,  395);  but 
defendant  may  move  to  vacate  it  on  further  papers  as 
he  shall  be  advised. 


HEYE  against  ROBERTSON. 

JVew    York   Superior   Court;  Special    Term^    Feb- 
ruary, 1874. 

Costs  in  Action  for  Specific  Property. — Several 
Defendants. — Separate  Bills. 

In  an  action  against  two  defendants  for  the  recovery  of  specific  per- 
sonal property,  where  both  appear  and  answer  by  the  same  attor- 
ney, they  are  not  entitled  to  separate  bills  of  costs,  although  they  pot 
in  separate  answers,  and  one  has  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  and 
the  other  a  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  return  of  the  property.* 

Under  section  806  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  allowing  costs  in  certain 
actions  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  it  is  not  for  the  court  to 
determine  what  costs  shall  be  awarded,  nor  whether  there  shall  be 

-  one  or  more  bills,  but  this  is  to  be  decided  by  the  taxing  officer  in 
the  first  instance. 

Ernest  Heye  sued  Edwin  R.  Robertson  and  Samuel 
Wintemitz  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property 

♦  See  Stoddard  «.  Clarke,  9  Alb.  Pr.  N.  A,  810. 
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alleged  to  have  been  wrongfully  detained  from  him  hy, 
the  defendants. 

Tie  action  was  tried  by  a  referee,  who  dismissed  the 
comx^laint  as  to  the  defendant  Robertson,  '*  with  costs  ; " 
and  rendered  a  separate  judgment  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendlant  Winternitz,  that  he  have  a  return  of  the  prop- 
erty ,  with  damages  for  the  taking  thereof  in  the  action 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  also  that  he  have  costs. 

The  defendants  appeared  by  the  same  attorneys, 
but  put  in  separate  answers. 

The  clerk  taxed  a  separate  full  bill  of  costs  for  each 
defendant. 

From  which  taxation  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  K.  Hill,  for  plaintiff. 

Yan  Wyck  <6  Oreen,  for  defendants. 

MomsLL,  Ch.  J.— The  specific  award  of  costs  to  each 
of  the  defendants  by  the  referee  is  supposed  to  have 
heen  authorized  by  section  306  of  the  Code.  That  sec- 
tion provides  that  "in  other  actions  costs  may  be  al- 
lowed or  not  at  the  discretion  of  the  court.  2.*  In  all 
actions  where  there  are  several  defendants  not  united 
^  interest,  and  making  separate  defenses  by  separate 
answers,  and  the  plaintiff  fails  to  recover  judgment 
^g&inst  all,  the  court  may  award  costs  to  such  of  the 
defendants  as  have  judgment  in  their  favor,  or  any  of 
them." 

The  preceding  section  304  provides  that  costs  shall 
fc©  allowed  of  course  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  recovery  in 
the  following  cases:  "2.  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
possession  of  personal  property."  And  by  section 
806:  "  Costs  shall  be  allowed  of  course  to  the  defend* 
ant  in  the  actions  mentioned  in  the  last  section,  unless 
the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  costs  therein." 

The  decisions  are  conflicting  in  respect  to  the  con- 
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stmction  of  these  several  sections.  One,  in  the  conn 
of  appeals  (Decker  v.  Gardner,  8  JN.  F.,  29),  holding 
in  effect,  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  costs  as  o 
course  ;  and  others  (Bulkley  v.  Smith,  1  Ihierj  704,  anc 
Williams  v.  Horgan,  13  Boto.  Pr.j  138),  that  the] 
are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

But  as  the  referee  awarded  costs  specifically  to  eacl 
of  the  defendants,  it  is  not  material  in  this  case  whicl 
construction  of  the  sections  is  correct.  If  the  case  wai 
within  section  305,  then*  the  defendants  must  have  cost 
of  course.  If  it  is  within  section  306,  they  were  ii 
the  discretion  of  the  referee. 

It  is  necessary  to  refer  to  these  sections,  however,  b 
determine  the  material  questions  whether  the  defend 
ants  are  entitled  each  to  a  bill  of  costs,  it  not  being  dis 
puted  that  one  bill  is  allowable. 

The  general  current  of  decision  has  been  agains 
taxing  two  bills  where  the  defendants  have  appearec 
and  answered  by  the  same  attorney.  (Castellanos  v 
Banville,  2  Sand/.  ^  670  ;  Colemb  v.  Caldwell,  1  Code  R 
N.  S.J  41;  Bridgeport  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  12  Abb.  Pr. 
209;  S.  C,  7  Bosw.^  699;  Stone  v.  Duffy,  3  Sandf. 
761).  'And  I  am  unable  to  find  any  case  where  th< 
right  has  been  upheld.  The  construction  by  the  courti 
of  section  306  has  not  required  that  they  should  deter 
mine  what  costs  or  how.many  bills  the  defendants  wen 
entitled  to  tax,  but  merely  that,  in  certain  actions 
costs  were  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  (See  tht 
eases  of  Bank  of  Attica  v.  Wolf,  18  Bow.  Pr.,  102 
Wilklow  V.  BeU,  Id.,  397). 

Th«  court  cannot,  under  that  section,  determin< 
what  costs  a  defendant  shall  receive,  nor  whether  then 
shall  be  one  or  more  bills.  Costs,  merely,  are  awarded 
and  then  the  taxing  oliiccr  mast  decide,  upon  princi 
pies  applicable  to  the  question,  what  amount  and  wha 
number  of  bills  he  will  tax. 

Therefore,  in  this  case,  the  taxing  officer  was  wron| 
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not  following  the  current  and  clear  weight  of  au- 
that,   under   the   circumstances  of  the  case, 
should  be  but  one  bill  of  costs. 
All  that  is  meant  by  subdivision  2  of  section  306 
that,  if  one  or  more  defendants  succeed,  he  or  they 
,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  have  costs.    It 
oes  not  mean,  nor  can  the  court  eo  award,  that  they 
slistll  or  may  have  separate  bills. 

One  of  the  taxed  bills  must  be  disallowed. 


CAMBLOS  against  BUTTERFIELD. 

^&D  York  Common  Pleas ;  General  Term^   Decem- 
ber, 1872. 

Again,  Special  Term,  March,  1873. 

^-^USE  OF  Action. — Accounting. — Parties. — Judg- 
ment.— Appeal. 

^«  assignee  of  a  claim,  payment  of  which  is  refused  by  the  debtor 
T)n  the  ground  that  it  had  been  paid  in  bis  transactions  with  the 
assignors,  to  which  transactions  the  assignee  was  a  stranger,  cannot 
^naintain  an  action  joining  the  debtor  and  the  assignors  as  defend- 
«uits,  and  seeking  an  accounting  to  ascertain  the  rights  and  liabili- 
ties of  the  parties  and  to  have  judgment  against  the  one  who  may 
l>e  found  liable.  His  remedy  must  be  either  against  the  original 
debtor  upon  the  claim  assigned,  or  against  the  assignors  for  a  breach 
of  warranty.* 

^V^ere,  in  an  action  not  on  a  joint  liability,  one  defendant  demurs, 
and  the  others  answer,  and  the  demurrer  is  sustained  with  costs, 
judgment  may  be  immediately  entered  for  the  costs;  and  the  time 
to  appeal  therefrom  to  the  court  of  appeals  will  be  limited  to  two 
years,  irrespective  of  the  litigation  with  the  other  defendants. 

*  See  Mann  v,  Fairchild,  8  Abb,  Ct.  App.  Dee.  152,  on  the  point  that 
%b  assignment  of  a  demand  does  not  necessarily  give  a  right  to  an 
icconnting  as  to  it. 
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The  two  years  allowed  for  appeal  is  intended  to  afford  means  of  ap- 
peal from  such  separate  judgments  in  favor  of  several  defendants 
as  are  authorized  by  the  Code,  and  only  within  that  period. 

Demurrer  to  complaint ;  and  motion  to  vacate  judg- 
ment. 

Henry  S.  Camblos,  claiming  by  several  mesne  as- 
signments, sued  Frederick  Butterfield,  Samuel  J. 
Wheeler,  Orlando  W.  Joslyn,  and  John  Y.  Bostwick, 
to  recover  a  demand  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  thou- 
sand dollars.  He  alleged  that  the  defendant  Wheeler 
had  borrowed  this  sum  of  the  defendant  Butterfield, 
and  that  Butterfield  had  assigned  the  right  to  recover  it 
to  Joslyn  and  Bostwick,  who  in  tnm  had  assigned  it  to 
plaintiff".  Wheeler  had  refused  to  pay,  on  the  ground 
that  the  loan  had  been  settled  and  paid  in  his  transac- 
tions with  the  other  defendants,  and  plaintiff  according- 
ly joined  them  all,  and  asked  an  accounting  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  loan  ever  had  been  repaid,  and  if  so 
to  which  of  his  assignors,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might 
accordingly  recover  it. 

Stated  in  more  detail,  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint were  briefly  as  follows : 

That  in  certain  transactions  had  between  the  several 
defendants,  Butterfield,  about  February  25,  1867,  lent 
Wheeler  one  hundred  and  sixty  thousand  dollars,  to 
be  repaid  on  demand.  That,  about  April  21,  1869, 
Butterfield,  representing  the  loan  to  be  unpaid  and 
still  due,  for  value  assigned  his  claim  therefor  to  the 
defendants,  Joslyn  &  Bostwick,  of  which  Wheeler  had 
immediate  notice.  That  about  August  4,  1870,  Jos- 
lyn &  Bostwick,  being  indebted  to  plaintiff,  assigned 
to  him  (as  collateral  security)  the  same  claim,  to- 
gether with  any  claim  they  had  against  Butterfield  in 
respect  thereto,  or  in  respect  to  the  assignment  thereof 
whereby  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  collect  the  money 
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*^d  apply  it  first  to  repay  the  debt  due  him  from  Jos- 
"'^n  &  Bostwick,  and  then  to  pay  the  residue  to  Joslyn 
^fc  Bostwick.  Plaintiff  then  alleged  that,  on  demand- 
^^^  payment  from  Wheeler,  Wheeler  refused  to  pay, 

the  ground,  as  he  claimed,  that  the  loan  was  inclu- 

in  the  accounts  of  the  aforesaid  transactions  be- 

^een  the  defendants  mentioned  in  the  first  allegation 

the  complaint,  and  was  embraced  in  the  settlement 

those  transactions,  and  paid  and  discharged  thereby, 
**all  of  which  the  said  Butterfield  denies."  That 
X>laintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the  accounts  or  settle- 
^^ent  80  alleged;  and  that  if,  on  such  settlement, 
"^Tieeler  had  paid  the  loan,  plaintiff"  was  entitled  to 
Recover  the  same  from  the  defendant  who  received  it.. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  demanded  judgment  that  an  ac- 
OouDting  might  be  taken  in  respect  to  the  transactions, 
in  alleged  settlement  of  which  Wheeler  claimed  that 
Ixis  debt  had  been  discharged,  and  that  it  might  be  as- 
oertained  to  which  of  defendants,  if  any,  the  money  or 
%n y  part  of  it  had  been  paid,  and  that  plaintiff  might 
Accordingly  recover  the  same. 

Decerriber,  1872.  Demurrer  to  complaint.  The  de- 
fendant Butterfield  demurred  on  the  grounds :  first, 
t;liat  several  causes  of  action  were  improperly  united  ; 
Second,  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
t^o  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  him. 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  at  special  term,  the 
^following  opinion  being  rendered. 

Robinson,  J. — The  demurrer  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant Butterfield,  must  be  sustained  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute any  cause  of  action  against  him.  His  liability  to 
t.he  plaintiff  can  only  arise  through  breach  of  his  war- 
ranty of  title  to  the  debt  of  one  hundred  and  sixty 
thousand  dollars,  asserted  in  his  assignment  thereof  to 
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Joslyn  &  Co.,  to  be  due  him  from  the  defendant 
Wheeler.  The  complaint  alleges  the  assignment  to 
him  by  Joslyn  of  this  debt,  and  of  Butterfield'R  war- 
ranty, as  collateral  for  a  debt  of  twenty-six  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  forty-five  dollars  and  sixty  cents, 
due  him  by  Joslyn  &  Co.  He  fails  to  assert  any  breach 
of  Butterfield' s  warranty,  but  simply  alleges  that 
Wheeler  refused  to  pay  the  debt,  on  the  ground,  as  he 
claims,  that  the  same  was  included  in  the  accounts  of 
certain  transactions  theretofore  had  between  Butter- 
field, Joslyn,  Bostwick  and  himself,  and  were  embraced 
in  a  settlement  of  such  transactions,  and  that  in  such 
settlement  his  debt  to  Butterfield  was  paid  and  dis- 
charged, "all  of  which  the  said  Butterfield  denies." 

Joslyn  &  Bostwick,  as  well  as  Wheeler,  are  made 
parties,  and  the  complaint  prays  for  an  accounting  in 
respect  to  such  transactions,  to  determine  whether 
Wheeler's  debt  had  been  paid,  when,  and  to  whom ; 
and  that  he  may  recover  the  debt  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  thousand  dollars,  and  interest.  This  presents  no 
case  for  involving  Butterfield  in  such  a  controversy. 
If  he  is  at  all  liable  on  his  warranty,  or  for  collecting 
moneys -he  had  already  assigned,  he  can  only  be  made 
so  in  an  action  founded  on  his  express  or  implied 
agreement,  and  where  his  breach  of  contract  is  alleged 
with  legal  precision  ;  and  the  fact  that  he  has,  to  any 
and  what  extent,  so  interfered  with  the  rights  of  his 
assignee  and  broken  his  agreement,  is  one  resting  in 
the  simple  proof  what  he  had  done  on  any  such  alleged 
settlement,  and  in  what  manner  he  had  impaired  the 
integrity  of  the  claim  against  Wheeler. 

The  trial  of  the  question  involves  the  taking  of  no 
account,  but  is  one  of  fact,  as  to  which  he  has  a  right  to 
trial  by  jury,  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived  by  being 
involved  in  the  quasi  equitable  case  for  an  accounting 
sought  to  be  made  by  the  complainant. 

N  o  equitable  remedy  upon  or  in  respect  to  his  legal 
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obligation  can  be  be  enforced  against  him.  Ko  claim  at 
IdU)  is  asserted  against  him,  nor  is  any  case  for  the.  in- 
terposition of  a  court  of  equity  presented,  rendering  it 
proper  or  necessary  for  him  to  be  subjected  to  its  juris- 
diction in  respect  to  the  matter  of  discovery  sought  by 
the  complaint  as  to  the  precise  amount  of  Wheeler's 
liability,  and  when  and  to  whom  it  was  paid,  adjusted 
or  settled.  The  case  stated  would  not,  under  the  for- 
iner  practice,  have  furnished  ground  for  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery of  the  matters  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  have  ascer- 
tained and  determined,  and  under  the  Code  (§  399)  the 
bill  of  discovery  being  abolished,  he  has  no  standing 
'^  Court  for  any  relief  against  the  defendant  Butter- 
field. 

The  complaint  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs,  as 
against  Butterfield. 

Plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

^ohn  E.  Burrill^  for  the  plaintiff,  appellant. — I.  If 
ttere  is  a  cause  of  action  against  Butterfield,  he  can- 
not demxir  that  Joslyn  and  Wheeler  are  improperly 
joined.  New  Haven  Case,  17  N.  T.  593  ;  Bank  of  Ha- 
vana V.  Maghee,  20  If.  T.  359  ;  Allen  v.  City  of  Buffa- 
lo, 38  iT.  T.  280. 

II.  The  only  question  is,  is  Butterfield  a  proper 
party.  Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  show  that  he  is  a  ne- 
*^sary  party. 

IIL  Under  sections  118  and  120  of  the  Code,  Butter- 
field, the  assignor,  may  be  joined,  for,  if  a  payment  has 
^u  made  after  Butterfield' s  assignment,  Wheeler  will 
^ot  be  protected,  but  would  be  entitled  to  be  subrogated 
to  a  claim  over  against  Butterfield.  The  latter  is  a  neces- 
sary party  in  order  to  make  the  judgment  binding  on 
Wm,  and  he  is  a  proper  party  in  order  that  he  may  pro- 
tect his  own  rights  ;  and  joining  him  tends  to  put  an 
end  to  the  issue. 
IV.  The  demurrer  admits  allegations  showing  that 
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an  accounting  is  necessary  to  determine  whether  the 
debt  is  dne,  and  Butterfleld  is  a  necessary  party  to  the 
accounting. 

V.  The  action  does  not  necessarily  prevent  trial  by 
jury,  nor,  if  it  did,  is  that  a  reason  why  it  should  not 
be  sustained. 

YI.  The  cause  of  action  against  Butterfleld  is  not 
merely  one  for  breach  of  warranty,  which  refers  to  the 
time  of  the  assignment.  He  is  charged  with  collecting 
money  after  the  assignment. 

Andrew  Boardman^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — 
I.  This  action  is  not  sustainable,  because  it  is  a  suit  ex- 
pressing a  doubt  as  to  which  of  two  parties  is  liable  to 
pay  a  cei-tain  sum  of  money,  and  asking  a  discovery 
and  accounting  to  determine  that  question,  and  judg- 
ment against  one  or  the  other,  as  the  facts  may  appear. 

II.  The  liability  of  Butterfleld  can  only  arise 
through  breach  of  warranty  ;  which  is  not  alleged. 

III.  If  liability  exists,  it  is  to  an  action  at  law  in 
which  he  has  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  Hudson  «. 
Caryl,  44  N.  Y.  653.  In  no  respect  is  it  proper  to  join 
Butterfleld  with  the  other  parties  as  defendant  Pkiin- 
tiflf  has  no  right  to  bring  the  suit  to  discover  whether 
what  Wheeler  says  is  true  or  false.  Code^  §  399; 
Story's  Eq.  PZ.,  §§  311,  312.  The  action  cannot  be 
maintained  as  one  for  an  account.  Land.  Jur.^  March 
26,  1859  ;  quoted  with  approval  by  Story  Eq.  Jur.^  459 
a.  note  1 ;  Phillips  'v.  Phillips,  9  Hare,  471 ;  Padwick 
V.  Hurst,  18  Beavan,  575  ;  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch. 
cfe  Lef.,  305  ;  Foley  v.  Hill,  2  H.  L.  Cos.,  28 ;  Navul- 
shaw  V.  Brownrigg,  2  BeO.j  M,  <£  G^.,  441 ;  Story's  Eq. 
Jttr.j  8th  ed.,  §  59,  64  c,  456,  468,  458a,  469.  As  to 
misjoinder,  see  Code,  §  144 ;  Malone  v.  Stilwell,  15  Alb. 
Pr.,  425 ;  Valentine  ti.  Lloyd,  4  Alb.  Pr.  N.  S,  STL. 
But  even  if  a  cade  for  an  account  were  made  out  against 
the  other  parties,  Butterfleld,  the  assignor,  could  not  be 
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ade  a  party  to  it.    Allen  v.  Smith,  16  iT.  Z".,  416 : 
VVard  V.  Bokkelin,  2  Paigej  289 ;    Miller  v.   Bear,  3 
*4iigej  466 ;  Voorhees  v.  Childs,  17  N.  T.,  354. 

IV.  It  is  nowhere  alleged,  that  the  settlement,  what- 
'er  it  may  have  been,  was  made  after  the  assignment 

thepliuntiff.   Purness  v.  Ferguson,  15  If.  7.,  437; 
jves  V.  Kimball,  40  If.  Y.  299. 

V.  Sections  118  and  274  do  not  warrant  this  action, 
ells  V.  Smith,  7  Abb.  Pr.,  263 ;  Tracy  v.  Steam  Pan- 

5t  Co.,  1 E.  D.  Bmith,  365. 


^        By  the  Court.* — Daly,    Ch.  J. — The    demurrer 
^"^Uterposed  by  Butterfield  in  my  judgment  was  properly 
Xistained,  and  I  have  nothing  to  add  to  the  reasons 
yen  by  Judge  Robinson  below. 
Judgment  aflirmed,  with  costs. 


MarcKi  1873. — ^Motion  to  set  aside  judgment.  Af- 
?r  the  foregoing  demurrer  had  been  put  in,  bat  before 
.rgnment,  the  defendants  Wheeler,  Joslyn  and  Bost- 
^^rick  respectively  answered.  Pending  the  prosecution 
^>f  the  cause  as  against  the  answering  defendants,  the 
defendant  Batterfield  had  the  judgment  rendered  as 
^bove  stated  in  his  favor,  entered  with  the  clerk,  and  a 
^  adgment  roll  filed,  and  his  costs  taxed. 

This  judgment,  plaintiff  now  moved  to  vacate. 

Robinson,  J. — ^Upon  the  separate  demurrer  to  thf 
complaint  interposed  by  the  defendant  Batterfield 
judgment  was  rendered  for  him,  with  costs,  and  thi. , 
decision  was  on  appeal  affirmed  by  the  general  terii. 
^n  the  trial  the  question  was  raised  as  to  the  rigbl*  of 
ZBatterfield,  one  of  the  several  defendants,  charged  with 
:no  Joint  liability,  upon  judgment  in  his  favor  on  de- 
innrrer,  to  an  immediate  recovery  of  his  costs,  and  this 

^Pzesent,  Dalt,  Cb.  J.,  and  Labrehobb  and  J.  F.  Daly,  J  J. 
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was  adjudged  in  his  favor,  and  reaflBrmed  by  the  gen- 
eral term.  Such  adjudication  was  made  upon  eon- 
Blruction  of  section  274  of  the  Code,  as  to  the  right  of 
defendant  to  such  a  separate  judgment  in  his  favor, 
and  its  eflBcacy  as  a  final  determination  of  the  contro- 
versy between  him  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  gainsaid 
on  the  present  motion. 

Plaintiff  now  asks  to  have  the  entry  of  such  judg- 
ment vacated  as  irregular^  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  dispose  of  all  the  merits  of  the  suit,  and  that  its 
entry  may  prevent  liis  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
from  any  such  adverse  judgment  that  may  be  rendered 
against  him  in  the  future  litigation  with  the  other  de- 
fendants, as  may  be  delayed  beyond  the  two  years  al- 
lowed for  appeal  from  a  Jinal  Jtidgmentj  which  he 
claims  relates  to  a  determination  o^  the  entire  contro- 
versy between  all  the  parties.  In  this  I  think  he  errs, 
and  that  the  two  years  allowed  for  appeal  is  intended 
to  afford  moans  of  appeal  from  such  separate  judg- 
ments in  favor  of  several  defendants  as  are  authorized 
by  the  Code  within  that  period,  but  is  inoperative  as  to 
such  as  had  been  entered  in  favor  of  one  or  more  of 
the  adverse  parties  at  longer  periods.  The  separate 
judgment  rendered  on  this  demurrer  entailed  no  fur- 
ther consequences  than  the  enforcement  of  payment  of 
the  costs  of  this  defendant ;  but  so  far  as  the  merits  of 
the  controversy  were  concerned,  the  plaintiff  (if  his 
views  as  to  the  effect  of  a  separate  entry  of  judgment 
are  correct)  had  yet  at  least  two  years  to  conclude  the 
residue  of  the  litigation,  and  thereupon  bring  his  ap- 
peal from  this  judgment,  as  well  as  from  such  others  as 
may  be  rendered  against  him  in  favor  of  any  of  the 
other  defendants.  If  his  remedy  by  way  of  appeal 
from  this  judgment  should  be  cut  off  by  lapse  of  the 
statutory  time,  no  argument  from  its  inconvenience 
or  hardship  can  be  entertained,  and  no  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings, in  such   a  case,  from  any  anticipated  ap^ 
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al  is  provided  for  in  the  Code.  This  separate  judg- 
^x^^nt  enforcing  the   immediate  payment  of  the  costs 

the  defendant  cannot  be  modified  or  impaired  by 

order  to  the  contrary. 

Plaintiff,  if  injured,  has  his  only  redress  through 

appeal  taken  within  two  years,  and  order  for 
^^'^^etimtion. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


^MOSES    against    THE    WATERBURY    BUTTON 

COMPANY. 

-^€V>  YorJc  Superior  Court;  Special   Term^    Decent 

her,  1873. 

Attachment.— Justification  of  Sureties. 

XJnder  section  241  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  as  amended  in  1869, 
when  an  undertaking  is  given  to  obtain  the  discharge  of  an 
attachment,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff,  notwithstanding  the  et 
parte  approval  by  the  court  of  an  undertaking,  to  retain  possession 
of  the  property  until  there  has  been  an  opportunity  for  tlie  justi- 
fication of  the  sureties, 
■phis  is  matter  of  substantial  right,  which  plaintiff  docs  not  waive  by 
a  verbal  consent  to  the  entry  of  the  order  for  discharge  ;  and  sucli 
an  order  allowing  a  surrender  of  the  property  without  a  jusliBca- 
tion  of  the  sureties  or  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  object,  is  erroneous, 
and  will  be  corrected  on  motion. 

Israel  W.  Moses  sued  the  Waterbury  Button  Com- 
pany and  obtained  an  attachment  against  property  is- 
sued as  a  provisional  remedy  under  the  (Jode.  The 
defendant,  having  given  the  usual  undertaking  to  pro- 
cure a  discharge,  entered  an  order  thereon  by  plaintiff's 
verbal  consent,   which  order  plaintiff  now  moves  to 
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correct  so  as  to  save  his  right  to  except  to  the  snreties 
and  have  them  justified  before  the  delivery  of  the 
property. 

Feeedman,  J. — Under  sections  240  and  241  of  the 
Code,  as  they  stood  prior  to  1869,  a  defendant,  after 
appearance  in  the  action,  could  apply  ex  parte  for  the 
discharge  of  the  attachment.  Upon  such  application 
he  was  bound  to  deliver  to  the  court  or  officer  who  had 
issued  the  attachment,  the  undertaking  required  by 
section  241,  and  upon  compliance  with  this  provision 
and  the  approval  of  the  undertaking  by  such  court  or 
officer,  an  order  was  made  discharging  the  attachment; 
It  thereupon  became  the  duty  of  the  sheriff,  without 
express  directions  contained  in  the  order  to  that  effecti 
to  deliver  or  pay  to  the  defendant  or  his  agent  all  the 
proceeds  of  sales  and  moneys  collected  by  him  under 
the  attachment,  and  all  the  property  attached,  remain- 
ing in  his  hands.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  as 
matter  of  right,  to  notice  of  any  of  these  proceedings. 

By  an  amendment  of  section  241  passed  in  1869,  it 
was,  however,  provided  as  follows : 

"  And  the  plaintiff  may,  within  three  days  after  re- 
ceiving written  notice  of  the  filing  of  such  undertaking, 
give  notice  to  the  sheriff  that  he  excepts  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  sureties.  If  he  fails  to  do  so,  he  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  waived  all  objection  to  them. 
When  the  plaintiff  excepts,  the  sureties  shall  justify 
on  notice  in  like  manner  as  upon  bail  on  arrest  And 
the  sheriff  shall  be  responsible  for  the  sufficiency  of 
the  sureties,  and  may  retain  possession  of  the  property 
attached,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  in  his  hands,  until 
the  objection  to  them  is  either  waived  as  above  pro- 
vided, or  until  they  shall  justify,  or  new  sureties  shall 
be  substituted  and  justify." 

Under  this  provision  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
retain  possession  of  the  property  attached,  notwith- 
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standing  the  ex  parte  approval  of  the  undertaking  by 
ttie  court  or  officer  on  granting  the  order  for  the  dis- 
^barge  of  the  attachment,  until  all  objections  to  the 
sureties  on  plaintiffs  part  are  either  waived  or  the 
xmdertaking  be  reapproved  on  justification  of  the  sure- 
ties ;  and  any  positive  direction  to  the  contrary  which 
may  be  incorporated  into  the  order  of  discharge,   is 
erroneous.    The  provision  referred  to  secures  to  the 
plaintiff  a  substantial   right,  of  which  he  cannot  be 
deprived.    The  verbal  consent  of  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  to  the  entry  of  the  usual  order  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  attachment  in  this  case  cannot,  therefore, 
be   construed  into   a  waiver  of  the  plaintiffs  right 
to  except  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  parties,  or  to  their 
justification. 

The  order  of  December  24  must  be  modified  by 
striking  out  the  words  *'and  that  all  the  property  at- 
tached thereunder  by  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York  remaining  in  his  hands  be  delivered  to 
tne  defendants  or  their  agents,  and  released  from  said 
attachment." 


BERRIAN   against   MAYOR,    &o.    OF    NEW 

YORK. 

New  TorJc  Superior  Courts  Special  Term;  October ^ 

1873. 

Counter- Claim.— Cause  of  Action. — Toet  and 

Contract. 

In  an  action  on  contract,  it  is  not  admissible  to  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim that  plaintiff  had  fraudulently  induced  defendant  to  pay 
moneys  falsely  claimed  under  the  contract,  in  excess  of  the  true 
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▼alue  of  the  work,  and  to  demand  a  repayment.     To  render  tlu 
facts  available  as  a  coanter-claim,  the  tort  mnst  be  waiyed,  and  the  : 
recovery  of  the  moneys  overpaid  be  sought  as  on  an  implied  con- 
tract, and  the  answer  must  set  forth  facts  showing  defendant's  elec- 
tion to  proceed  on  the  implied  contract  and  not  for  the  wrong. 

Daniel  Berrian  sued  the  defendants  on  a  contract  for 
work  and  materials. 

The  defendant,  by  way  of  counter-claim  to  each  of 
the  cauti^es  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  averred 
that  the  plaintiff,  willfully,  and  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
ceiving, cheating  and  defrauding  the  defendant,  made  a 
felse  claim  as  to  the  amount  and  value  of  certain  ma- 
terials and  work  delivered  and  performed  by  him  to 
and  for  the  defendant,  and  that  he  conspired  with 
Cooke,  the  deputy  superintendant  of  repairs  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  with  Tweed,  their  commissioner  of  public 
works,  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  defendants  ;  and  that 
by  such  means,  and  \^ith  the  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud, he  procui-ed,  from  said  officials,  certain  certifi- 
cates, which  he  knew  to  be  false  as  to  the  amount  and 
value  of  the  work  and  materials,  upon  which  he  ob- 
tained, from  the  defendants,  moneys  largely  in  excess 
of  the  just  and  true  value  of  the  work  and  materials. 

It  was  then  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  de- 
ceived and  induced  to  pay  said  sum  of  money  to  the 
plaintiff  by  his  false  claim  and  representations,  and 'by 
the  false  and  fraudulent  certificates  of  Cooke  and  Tweed. 

Plaintiff  demurred  to  the  counter-claim. 

Mr.  Lawrence^  for  plaintiff. 
3fr.  Deane^  for  defendant. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  [After  stating  the  facts.] — The  de- 
fendant's counter-claim  as  pleaded  constitutes  a  tort. 

The  wrong  does  not  arise  out  of  and  is  not  connected 
with  the  claim  set  up  in  the  complaint.    It  is  an  inde« 
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1>^ndent  caase  of  action,  and  for  which  the  plaintiff  is 

1^1  able  to  arrest  and  imprisonment.    It  may  be  that  the 

defendant  could  have  set  up  his  claim  for  the  moneys 

overpaid  the  plaintiff  in  such  form  as  to  waive  the  tort 

and  seek  a  recovery  back  of  the  moneys  overpaid  by 

way  of  counter-claim,  on  an  implied  contract  to  refund 

the  same.    But  in  such  case  the  pleadings  should  set 

forth  facts  showing  the  defendant's  election  to  proceed 

on  the  implied  contract  and  not  for  the  wrong. 

In  Coit  V.  Stewart  (12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.,  216,  and  60 
If.  T.J  17),  it  was  held  in  a  case  of  conversion  of  per- 
sonal property,  that  the  party  has  his  election  to  sue  for 
the  breach  of  the  contract,  or  for  the  conversion,  and  if 
he  elects  to  proceed  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  he  may 
interpose  it  as  a  counter-claim  in  an  action  upon  con- 
tract brought  against  him  by  the  one  who  had  converted 
the  property. 

In  DeGraw  v.  Elmore  (50  N.  Z.,  1),  it  was  substan- 
tially decided  that  where  a  complaint  alleges  facts 
showing  a  cause  of  action  in  tort  a  recovery  cannot  be 
had  by  proving  upon  the  trial  a  cause  of  action  in  con- 
tract 

In  Ross  V.  Mather  (51  N.  T.,  108),  it  was  held  that 
in  an  action  where  fraud  is  the  basis  of  the  complaint  a 
recovery  cannot  be  had  for  a  breach  of  contract. 

Section  150  of  the  Code,  subdivision  2,  provides 
that  in  an  action  arising  on  contract  any  other  cause  of 
action  arising  also  on  contract  aad  existing  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  may  be  interposed  as  a 
counter-claim.  The  counter-claim  here  set  up  is 
alleged  to  have  originated,  not  in  a  breach  of  contract, 
but  in  a  design  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  defendants. 

The  deAiurrer  is  well  taken,  and  judgment  thereon 
is  ordered  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  the  de- 
fendant to  amend  his  answer  in  twenty  days,  on  the 
usual  terms. 

H.  S.— XV. — 14 
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McROBERTS  agaimi  WINANT. 

Supreme   Courts    Second    District;   Special    Term, 

February^  1874. 

Statutes. — County  Treasurer's  Bond. 

statutes  fixing  the  time  for  public  officers  to  file  official  bonds  are 

directory. 
A  county  treasurer  may  file  his  bond  at  any  time  before  entering  upon 

the  duties  of  his  office. 

ft 

Hugh  McRoberts  was  elected  treasurer  of  Ricliinond 
county  in  November,  1873,  and  took  and  filed  his  oath 
of  office  December  2  following.  The  annual  meeting 
of  tlie  supervisors  was  held  on  October  25,  18T3.  The 
official  bond  of  McRoberts  was  dated  December  2i^, 
1873,  and  acknowledged  and  delivered  to  the  super- 
visors January  14,  1874.  It  was  approved  by  them 
January  22,  and  was  filed  in  the  Richmond  county 
clerks  office  January  23.  1874.  On  his  application  to 
his  predecessor,  Mr.  Winant,  possession  of  the  books 
and  papers  of  the  office  was  i-efused ;  and  thereupon  an 
order  to  show  cause  was  obtained  under  the  statute,  why 
delivery  should  not  be  compelled. 

8.  F.  Rawson,  showing  cause  for  Winant,  argued  : 
—That  the  act  of  1850,  ch.  348,  §  3,  applies.  The  bond 
not  being  filed  in  time  (act  of  1850,  §  1),  the  office  was 
vacant  (1  Rev.  Statj  5  ed.,  p.  413).  The  general  statutes 
do  not  apply,  as  there  is  a  different  time  prescribed  (1 
Rev.  l^iaLy  p.  411,  §  25  and  act  of  1850),  and  even 
under  the  revised  statutes  the  office  is  still  vacant,  the 
bond  not  having  been  filed  until  after  January  16. 
McRoberts  not  having  duly  filed  his  bond,  Winant' s 
sureties  would  be  liable  (1  Rev.  Stat.^  §  34,  p.  412),  for 
turning  over  the  papers  to  McRoberts. 
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2T  WesierveU,  for  McRoberts,  argued: — That  the 
act  of  1866  (ch.  696),  prescribed  no  time,  and  that  the 
bond  might  be  filed  at  any  time  before  entering  upon 
the  duties  of  the  office — at  all  events,  the. statutes  (1 
•Rev.  Stat. J  p.  409,  §  14),  did  not  authorize  Winant  to 
hold  over. 

J.  P.  Babnabd,  J. — Held  that  the  statute  must  not 
be  so  construed  as  to  defeat  the  will  of  the  people  as 
^^rpressed  at  the  election,  and  that  the  provision  fixing 
the  time  for  filing  the  bond .  might  be  held  to  be 
directory.  The  bond  having  been  approved  by  the 
supervisors,  and  filed  in  the  clerks  office,  although  after 
'he  time  prescribed  therefor,  was  a  valid  bond,  and  au- 
thorized McRoberts  to  take  the  office.  That  notwith- 
standing 1  Mev.  Stat.,  p.  412,  §  34,  the  defendant 
Could  not  contest  McRobert's  title,  as  he  did  not  come 
^thin  the  statute  authorizing  officers  to  hold  over. 

Order  for  delivery  of  books,  &c.,  granted. 


Cr 


HEADY' S  WILL. 

'ore  the  Surrogate   of  Westchester  CourUy ; 

June^  1873. 

Attestation  of  Will. 

er^Seo.  8tat.,  68,  {  40,  the  subscribing  witnesses  of  a  will,  as  weU 
_  the  testator,  must  put  their  signatures  at  the  end  of  the  will. 
^^Vhere  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses,  apparently  by  mistake  in 
^taming  oyer  the  paper,  were  put  on  a  blank  page  in  the  middle  of 

e  will, — Jldd^  that  the  will  was  not  duly  executed.* 

The  requirements  of  the  existing  statute  (2  Rev,  Stat.^  68,  {  40;  8 
«  Btat,^  5  ed.,  144),  as  its  construction  is  now  settled,  are  as  follows: 
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R  $eerM^  that  a  will  in  which  a  whole  page  is  left  blank  intenrenin 

the  midst  of  its  disposing  parts  is  not  duly  executed,  at  least,  m 

a  line  is  drawn  across  the  page  so  as  to  precludo*fraudulent  addlti( 

■  » 

Every  will   (except    nuncupative  wills)   must    be    executed 

attested  in  the  following  manner,  and  the  attestation   must  be  c 

pleted  before  the  testator's  death  (Vemam  9,  Spencer,  8  Bra€(f.j  1 

1.  It  must  be  subscribed  by  the  testator  at  the  end  of  the  will, 
a  seal  is  not  necessary  (Matter  of  Diez,  50  iV.  F.,  88;  affirming  56  Bt 
591;  1  Bee.  Stat.,  730,  §  110).  A  moderate  blank  space, — e.  g.j  j 
inches, — between  the  last  line  of  the  will  and  the  signatures,  is 
fatal  (Matter  of  Oilman,  88  Barh.y  864) ;  nor  is  the  fact,  that  while 
testator's  seal  was  affixed  in  the  usual  place  for  signature  above 
attestation  clause,  his  subscription  was  written  in  proximity  to  tl 
of  the  witnesses,  below  that  clause  (Cohen's  Estate,  1  Tuek.^  2: 
nor  IS  the  fact  that  the  testator  annexes  to,  and  refers  to,  in  his  ^ 
another  instrument  not  duly  attested  (Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  iV.  T,^  3 
affirming  5  N.  Y.  lAg.  Ob^.y  254;  Thompson  r.  Quimby,  3  Bm 
449) ;  nor  the  fact  that,  after  due  execution  and  attestation  of  a  c 
plete  will,  he  adds  other  directions  without  attestation,  whicli 
such  as  may  be  rejected  without  impairing  the  will  (Conboy  o.  « 
nings,  1  Supreme  Ct.  B.,  622).  But  a  separation  of  material  part 
the  will  is  fatal, — as  where,  after  the  usual  subscription  of  the  testa 
the  appointment  of  executors  was  underwritten  and  signed  by 
witnesses  only,  and  then  a  further  direction  to  the  executors  was 
derwritten.  signed  by  the  testator  only, — in  such  case,  the  will  is 
duly  executed  (McQuire  «.  Kerr,  2  Bradf.^  244). 

2.  Such  subscription  must  be  made  by  the  testator  in  the  prcse 
of  each  of  at  least  two  witness,  or  must  be  acknowledged  by  hio 
have  been  so  made  to  each  of  such  attesting  witnesses,  or  to  aucl 
them  as  were  not  present  at  the  making  of  the  subscription  (Lyo 
Smith,  11  Barb.^  124;  Carroll  f>.  Norton,  2  Bradf..  291,  holding  1 
presence  of,  or  acknowledgment  to,  two  witnesses  is  enough,  notw 
standing  there  are  more  witnesses ;  Tonnele  9.  Hall,  5  N.  T.  Leg.  i 
254,  holding  that  subscription  in  presence  of  one,  and  acknowlc 
ment  to  another,  are  sufficient). 

8.  The  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  such  subscription,  or  at 
time  of  acknowledging  the  same, — or  both,  if  subscribed  in  presenc 
one,  and  acknowledged  after  subscription  to  the  other — must  dec! 
in  the  presence  of  each  witness,  that  the  instrument  is  his  will  (o 
above  cited;  Vaughn  v.  Burford,  8  Brad/.,  78;  Carle  «.  Underhil 
Id.y  101;  Doe  v.  Roe,  2  Barb.,  200;  Gamble  o.  Gamble,  39  /<f.,  87 
4.  Each  of  the  two  attesting  witnesses  must  sign  hia  name  \ 
witness  at  the  end  of  the  will,  at  tiie  request  of  the  testator* 
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A  paper  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Lazarus  Heady,  deceased,  was  offered  for  probate, 
and  was  contested  by  the  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin  on 
v^arioas  grounds,  the  chief  one  being  that  it  had  not  been 
duly  executed.  The  alleged  will  was  written  on  a  sheet  of 
legal-cap  paper  and  occupied  the  first  and  third  pages, 
the  second  page  being  left  blank,  as  also  the  fourth 
I>age.  The  testator's  name  was  subscribed  and  his 
mark  made  on  the  second  line  from  the  bottom  of  the 
third  page,  which  second  line  was  that  next  following 
the  line  containing  the  last  words  of  the  will.  The 
scrivener  would  seem  to  have  folded  the  sheet,  after 
Writing  the  first  page,  so  as  to  bring  the  first  against  the 
'ourth  page  of  the  sheet.  Then,  after  writing  the  third 
page,  he  appears  to  have  turned  the  sheet  directly  over 
without  unfolding  it,  and  there,  on  what  was  thus  ap- 
parently the  top  of  a  blank  page,  to  have  written  the 
visual  attestation  clause,  which  was  there  subscribed  by 
the  witnesses.  This  clause  thus  appears  bottom  up- 
wards upon  the  second  page  of  the  paper.  There  was 
*  ^ace  of  seven-eighths  of  an  inch  between  the  last 
^ords  of  the  will  and  the  bottom  of  the  third  page. 


5,  Any  pr  all  of  the  acts  hereinbefore  required  of  the  testator  may 
^  ^one  by  another  person  in  his  presence,  and  with  his  direction  or 
^^nifest  approval  (Kobins  v.  Coryell,  27  Barb.^  667;  Campbell  v. 
^^San,  2  Bradf.,  90;  Van  Hanswick  v.  Wicse,  44  Brab.y  494;  Tunison 
^  Toniaon,  4  Bra^f.,  138;  Whitbeck  c.  Paterson,  10  Btirb,,  608; 
n  V.  Coffin,  28  JT.  F.,  9;  Smith  v.  Smith,  40  ffow.  Pr,^  818,  re- 
Ing  Id.y  184;  Rutherford  v,  Rutherford,  1  Den,,  88;  Brown  o. 
Iding,  4  Sand/,,  10;  McDonald  v.  Loughlin,  20  Barb.,  280;  Hol- 
**^>«ck  V.  Van  Valkenberg,  5  How,  Pr,,  281 ;  Matter  of  Oilman,  88 
,,  864 ;  Peck  v,  Cary,  27  K  F.,  9 ;  affirming  88  Barb.,  77 ;  Gilbert 


^*     "^tiox,  52  If.  F.,  125). 

^.  The  order  in  which  the  foregoing  acts  are  mentioned  by  the 

^te  is  not  in  itself  imperative,  if  the  declaration  be  made  at  sub- 

'^tiiaUy  the  same  time  as  the  subscription  in  presence  of  the  wit- 

B,  or  the  acknowledgment  of  the  subscription  to  the  witnesses 

9.  Roe,  2  Barb.,  200;  Eeeney  v.  Whitmarsh,  16  Id.,  141). 
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affording  sufficient  room  for  the  witnesses  to  have  writ- 
ten their  names. 

D.  W.  Travis^  for  proponents, — Cited,  McGuire  v. 
Kerr,  4  Braclf.  Sur.j  244. 

D.  8.  Serricky  for  Maria.  Weir,  a  legatee, — Cited, 
In  re  Baker,  Prerog.  T.  71,  9  Notes  of  Cases ^  162  ;  Inre 
Gore,  3  Curteis,  758 ;  1  Tucker,  286. 

F.  LarJcin^  for  heirs,  &c.,— Cited,  2  Rev.  Stat.j  63. 

The  Subrogate. — The  subscribing  witnesses,  by 
their  testimony,  show  that  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  were  complied  with  in  so  far  as  the  signing  of 
the  alleged  will  by  the  decedent,  the  publication,  and 
the  request  to  them  to  sign  as  witnesses,  are  concerned, 
and  although  an  attempt  was  made  to  show  the  decedent 
incompetent,  it  was  unsuccessful.  The  only  question, 
tlierefore,  to  be  considered,  is  whether  the  signatures 
of  the  subscribing  witnesses  are  so  placed  as  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  statute.  The  statute,  which 
has  remained  unaltered  since  the  revision  of  1830,  re- 
quires that  the  will  shall  be  subscribed  by  the  testator 
at  the  end  thereof,  and  there  shall  be  at  least  two 
subscribing  witnesses,  each  of  whom  shall  sign  his 
name  as  a  witness  at  the  end  of  the  will. 

Doubtless,  every  one  has  the  same  natural  right  to 
direct  what  disposition  shall  be  made  of  his  property 
after  his  death,  that  he  has  to  dispose  of  it  while  living. 
This  natural  right  was  recognized  at  a  very  early  age 
of  the  world,  and  has  been  practiced  from  time  im- 
memorial,* at  first  unrestricted,  but  in  consequence  of 
force,  fraud  and  imposition  employed  toward  the  weak 
and  dying,  it  became  necessary  to  guard  and  protect 
persons  in  the  exercise  of  this  natural  ri^ht,  by  legisla- 
tive enactments.    These  laws,  passed  from  time  to  time, 

n —  -    ; 

*  But  see  Maine'i  Ancient  Latio^  ch.  6. 
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—  ^ 

iDoth  here  and  in  EnglaEpi,  became  more  and  more 
stringent  and  technical  in  their  provisions,  according  as 
CDbservation  developed  the  necessity,  until  the  adoption 
C3t  our  present  statute  in  1830,  and  the  act  of  parliament 
1  yic,  ch.  26),  in  1837  in  England.  Our  statute,  it 
ymll  be  seen,  has  remained  intact  for  upwards  of  forty 
years,  and,  while  our  courts  have  generally  adhered  to 
Si  strict  and  literal  construction  of  its  provisions,  no  modi- 
fication of  it  has,  that  I  am  aware  of,  ever  been  at- 
"tempted ;  a  sufficient  evidence,  one  would  suppose,  of 
t;he  beneficence  of  its  requirements,  as  well  as  of  ap- 
proval of  its  strict  construction  by  the  courts. 

The  mode  of  execution  of  wills  as  prescribed  in  our 
statute  and  the  act  of  parliament  (1  Vic.)y  is  identical 
in  respect  to  signatures,  except  that  while  ours  pro- 
vides that  the  testator  shall  sign  "at  tho  end  of  the 
'will,"  the  English  act  provides  that  he  shall  sign  "at 
the  foot  or  end  of  the  will ;"  and  also  that  here  the  wit- 
nesses must  each  sign  at  the  end  of  the  will,  the  English 
statute,  while  requiring  two  witnesses  to  be  present  at 
the  time,  is  silent  as  to  where  they  shall  sign. 

In  England,  under  the  statute  (1  Vic),  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts  adopted  such  a  construction  of  the  words 
**at  the  foot  or  end  thereof,"  by  requiring  that  the  sig- 
nature of  the  testator  should  immediately  follow  the 
written  words  of  the  will,  so  that  no  space  should  re- 
main whereon  anything  more  could  be  written,  that  it 
was  deemed  necessary  to  pass  an  additional  statute  de- 
fining the  import  of  these  words  more  carefully.  Hence 
the  act  (15  and  16  Vic.;  ch.  24,  1852-'3),  commonly 
called  *'  St.  Leonards'  Act,'^  which  provides  that  the 
signature  of  the  testator  shall  be  valid  "if  so  placed 
at,  or  after,  or  following,  or  under,  or  beside,  or  op- 
posite to  the  end  of  the  will,  that  it  shall  be  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  to  give 
effect,  by  such  his  signature,  to  the  writing  signed  as 
his  will,"  *'and  that  no  such  will  shall  be  affected  by 
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the  circumstance  that  the  signature  shall  be  on  a  side, 
or  page,  or  other  portion  of  the  paper  or  papers  con- 
taining the  will,  whereon  no  clause,  or  paragraph,  or 
disposing  part  of  the  will  shall  be  written  above  the 
signature." 

Several  decisions  have  been  made  under  this  defining 
act ;  one  {In  re  Hammond,  9  Jur.  N.  S.y  581),  rejecting 
a  codicil ;  another  (Hunt  v.  Hunt,  Law  Jiep.,  P.  c&  D., 
209),  where  a  will  ended  in  the  middle  of  the  third 
page,  and,  the  lower  half  of  this  page  remaining  blank, 
the  attestation  clause  and  the  signatures  of  the  testator 
and  the  witnesses  were  at  the  top  of  the  fourth  page, 
and  it  was  held  a  sufficient  execution.  And  so,  where 
the  will  filled  the  first  and  third  pages  of  a  sheet  of 
paper,  and  the  signatures  were  written  crosswise  on 
the  second  page,  it  was  held  sufficient  (Cooms,  In  re, 
Law  Hep.,  P.  &  D.,  302). 

These  decisions  are  all,  doubtless,  correct  under  the 
defining  statute  above  quoted.  In  the  absence,  how- 
ever, of  any  such  statute  in  this  State,  we  are  compelled 
to  regard  the  decisions  of  our  own  courts  in  analogous 
cases,  and  to  construe  our  statute  so  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  it,  as  gathered  from  the 
language  used,  and  the  causes  wliich  gave  it  origin. 

In  the  goods  of  Baker  {Prerog.  Ct.^  1844,  3  Notes  of 
Cases ^  162),  decided  under  the  statute  1  F/c,  the  will 
was  written  on  paper  folded  in  the  middle,  so  as  to 
make  four  pages  (foolscap),  and  it  began  on  the  first 
page  and  was  continued  and  concluded'  on  the  third 
page,  on  which  there  was  no  signature,  although  there 
was  room  for  the  name  of  the  testator,  but  not  for  the 
attestation  clause,  which  was  written  on  the  lower  part 
of  the  second  (otherwise  blank)  page,  and  underneath 
it  were  the  signatures  of  the  testator  and  witnesses. 
The  learned  Sir  H.  Jenner  Fust  admitted  the  will  to 
probate.  The  testator  and  witnesses  all  concurred  as 
to  the  end,  in  that  case.    Here,  however,  their  names 
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^Te  more  than  the  distance  of  a  page  apart  (McGuire  v. 
Kerr,  ivfra).  That  court  subsequently  adopted  a  more 
stringent  rule  of  construction,  under  which  probate 
^ould  hare  been  refused. 

In  the  goods  of  Gore  (3  Curteis,  759),  was  decided 

^^  1843,  under  the  same  statute,  and,  it  seems  to  me, 

^^termines  a  diflferent  question  than  the  one  under 

discussion,  but  which  might  properly  give  rise  to  some 

^^Bsideration.     In  that  case,    tlie  will  occupied  the 

5*^tire  side  of  the  first  page  of  a  sheet  of  paper  (doubt- 

*^5s,  '* foolscap"),  closing  with  the  words:    ''I  have 

f^^rennto  set  my  hand  and  seal."     The  second  side  was 

"^  ^^ft  blank,  and  on  the  third  side  was  a  full  attestation 

^lanse,  and  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof  were  the  signa- 

^  tired  of  the  testator  and  the  subscribing  witnesses.     Sir 

Herbert  Jenner  Fust  concludes  his  brief  opinion  by 

laying:  ''It  cannot  be  said  to  be  signed  at  the  footy 

y^ut  it  may  be  said  to  be  signed  at  the  end.^^    It  ap- 

*()ears  to  me  that  all  that  is  substantially  decided,  is 

t.hat  the  intervention  of  a  blank  page  will  not  invalidate 

^  will,  where  the  will  purports  to  dispose  of  the  whole 

estate.     It  is  a  matter  of  much  doubt  whether  our  courts 

c;an  properly  sanction  such  wills,  when  it  is  considered 

^hat  the  great  object  of  our  statute  is  to  guard  against 

Xraud,  and  when  so  wide  a  door  is  left  open  for  its 

'perpetration,  as  is  done  by  leaving  a  blank  page  inter- 

"vening  in  the  midst  of  the  disposing  parts  of  a  will. 

ILndecd,  in  later  cases  in  England,  the  same  learned 

"judge,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  judicial  committee 

^f  the  privy  council,  has  felt  it  necessary  to  take  a 

more  rigid  view  of  the  enactment  in  question,  even 

"where  there  was  no  intention  to  evade  the  law,  but  on 

the  contrary,  where  the  testator  was  anxious  to  comply 

with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  (Willis  v.  Low,  5 

Note^  of  Cases,  428  ;  Smee  v.  Bryer,  6  Id.j  20  ;  affirmed 

in  privy  council,  1848).     If  the  blank  page  had  had  a 

line  or  lines  drawn  lengthwise  across  it,  the  objection 
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would  have  been  obviated.  Careful  conveyancer! 
almost  invariably  adopt  that  mode  of  marking  blanh 
spaces.  As  the  question,  however,  has  not  been  raisi^d 
in  this  case,  it  has  received  little  consideration,  and  is 
not  passed  upon. 

The  case  in  1  Tucker^  286,  but  follows  that  in  J 
Curteis  above  referred  to,  in  so  far  as  the  signing  bj 
the  testator  at  the  foot  of  the  attestation  clause  is  con- 
cerned. 

Verplanck,  Senator,  in  Remsen  v.  Brinckerhofi 
(26  Wend.^  325),  which  is  the  leading  case  nnder  oui 
statute,  says  :  ''  The  requirements  of  the  statute  are  the 
prescribed  rules  for  the  evidence,  pronounced  by  law 
to  be  indispensably  necessary  to  prove  the  disposing 
mind  and  will  of  the  testator,  and  the  authenticity  ol 
the  testament ;  both  of  these  being  subjects  peculiarly 
open  to  imposition,  artifice  and  error.  The  law  there- 
fore prescribes,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  will 
shall  be  subscribed  by  the  testator  at  the  end  of  the 
will,  and  there  shall  be  at  least  two  subscribing  wit- 
ness, each  of  whom  shall  sign  his  name  as  a  witness  at 
the  end  of  the  will.  The  rule  is  strict  in  regard  to  the? 
place  where  the  testator  and  witnesses  shall  sign, 
prescribed  by  precautionary  policy  for  the  government 
of  those  who  alone  can  give  legal  effect  to  the  testa- 
ment." 

The  presumption  is  that  the  statute,  by  using  the 
word  "  end,"  means  to  give  it  its  usual  signification— 
termination.  In  order  to  reach  the  termination,  or  end 
of  a  written  document,  we  must  turn  over  the  leaves, 
on  which  it  was  written,  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  way. 
We  have  no  right,  arbitrarily,  to  use  an  extraordinary 
method  to  reach  a  point  in  the  middle  of  the  document, 
which  was  designed,  through  ignorance  or  error,  to  be 
the  end.  Such  a  course  would  be,  in  effect,  for  the 
court  to  legislate,  as  parliament  did  in  the  defining  act 
referred  to. 
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The  learned  surrogate,  in  the  case  of  McGuire  v. 
Kerr  (2  Bradf,^  244),  held  that  the  statute  meant  that 
tte  testator  and  witnesses  should  all  agree,  by  the  act  of 
3)lacing  their  names  doubtless,  as  to  what  is  the  ''end 
of  the  will."  Here  they  did  not  so  concur.  The 
testator  signed  at  the  foot  of  the  third  page,  and  the 
"witnesses  signed  on  the  second  page.  A  will  has  its 
beginning  and  end— both  local.  Surely,  there  cannot 
1)6  two  ends ;  one  on  the  third  page,  and  the  other  in 
the  midst,  locally  between  the  first  and  third  pages. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  courts,  in  the  absence  of  all 
appearance  of  fraud,  such  as  this  case  presents,  have 
considered  whether  the  admission  or  rejection  of  the 
urill  would  accomplish  or  defeat  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  have  invariably  acted  accordingly. 
It  certainly  cannot  be  claimed  that  a  will,  however 
honestly  intended  to  have  been  properly  executed,  and 
however  free  from  any  suspicion  of  fraud,  where  the 
witnesses  signed  before  the  testator  subscribed  it, 
should  be  admitted  to  probate  (Jackson  ^.  Jackson,  39 
i\r.  n,  163) ;  nor  that  one  with  like  surroundings, 
subscribed  by  the  testator  and  signed  by  the  witnesses 
upon  the  margin  of  the  second  of  three  written  pages, 
could  be  recognized  by  any  court  as  a  valid  will.  In 
Hoysradt  v.  Kingman  (22  N.  7.,  372),  the  court  says : 
"Under  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  had  been  held  that  the 
name  of  the  testator,  written  by  himself,  occurring  in 
any  part  of  the  instrument,  was  a  suflScient  signing. 
Our  modern  statute  is  careful  to  change  this  rule  by 
requiring  the  subscription  to  be  made  at  the  end  of 
the  will  ;'^  and  it  requires  the  witnesses  to  sign  at  the 
same  place. 

I  cannot  resist  the  conclusion  that  the  will  in 
question  has  not  been  signed  by  the  witnesses  at  the 
end  thereof,  and  it  must,  therefore,  be  refused  probate. 
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HAYES  against  THOMPSON. 

Supreme  Courts  Fifth  District ;  Special    Termj 

July,  1873. 

JuROE.— Challenge.— Motion   foe  a  New  Tkla^l^ 


A  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  jure: 
waa  disqualified  by  consanguinity  to  a  party,  unless  it  be  shown  thafe 
injustice  has  been  done. 

Irving  Hayes  sued  Scliuyler  C.  Thompson,  and 
recovered  judgment,  on  a  verdict  at  the  circuit.  The 
defendant  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the 
ground  that  one  of  tlie  jurors  was  a  cousin  of  the 
plaintiflf,  a  fact  which  was  not  known  to  the  defendant 
until  after  the  trial  was  had. 

Walter  Ballou,  for  mo'Hon. 

E.  W.  B entity,  opposed. 

Haedin,  J;— The  juror,  upon  a  challenge  to  the 
poll,  could  have  been  held  incompeteijt  to  sit  in  this 
case,  and  such  challenge  might  have  been  interposed, 
with  time  and  opportunity  to  make  the  proof  necessary 
to  sustain  the  challenge  (Wakeman  v.  Sprague,  7 
Cow.,  721). 

Such  a  challenge  is  in  the  nature  of  a  pleading.  An 
issue  may  be  framed,  and  the  decision  upon  it  may  be 
reviewed  (6  Cow.,  55 ;  7  Id.,  108  ;  4  Wend.,  229). 

Besides,  it  is  settled  that  a  challenge  to  a  juror  does 
not  go  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  (Clark  t>.  Van 
Vranken,  20  Barh.,  281),  and  in  this  last  case  it  is  said, 
''And  tlie  challenge  must  be  made  b:>fore  the  trial. 
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Otherwise  the  right  to  make  it  is  waived"  (Opinion  of 
Story,  J.). 

If  the  objection  went  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
as  in  (rase  of  the  relationship  or  affinity  of  the  judge, 
the  rule  would  be  otherwise  (20  Barb.^  281). 

In  case  of  the  affinity  or  consanguinity  of  a  party 
to  the  court,  there  would  be  no  jurisdiction,  and  the 
judgment  would  be  absolutely  void  (41  Barb.^  200 ;  1 
A^bb.  CL  App.  Dec,  341;  17  Barb.,  410;  21  Wend., 
84  ;  see  note  to  Jewell  v.  Albany  City  Bank,  1  Clark 
0%.,  188,  new  ed.  of  1869,  with  notes). 

It  has  been  held  that  the  sitting  of  jurors,  not 
r^egularly  summoned,  disqualified  by  age,  being  infirm, 
destitute  of  property  qualifications,  being  unnaturalized 
^-liens,  do  not  vitiate  the  verdict. 

rriuit  if  the  objection  be  not  taken  in  time  it  is 
'^'aived,  especially  when  it  does  not  appear  that  in- 
justice was  produced,  even  in  cases  where  the  objection 
'^'as  not  known  before  the  trial  (Burnett  v.  Matthews, 
40  How..  434 ;  and  cases  cited  in  opinion  of  Daniels, 
J.  ;  Code,  §  176). 

Great  latitude  is  allowed  at  the  circuit,  in  procuring 
a  jnry,  for  a  party  to  determine  what  jurors  are  quali- 
fied, and  indifferent  between  the  parties  (3  Met).  Siat^  5 
^ . ,  718).   Parties  who  do  not  avail  of  that  latitude,  and 
the  rules  established  to  secure  as  jurors  persons  who 
»re  stricUy  qualified,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  in- 
justice has  been  done,  should  be  held  to  waive  objec- 
tions or  causes  for  challenge  which  might  have  been 
ascertained  with  diligence  (6  Wend.,  388 ;  17  Johns., 
133  ;  7  Cow.,  478  ;  1  Seld.,  531.)    No  such  injustice  is 
«oown  in  this  case,  and  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
'^^^d.ict  is  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs.* 


At  general  tenn,   in    the  fourth    deparment,   January,  1874, 
^^!]^^^t,  MuLLiN,  P.  J.,  and  Gilbert  and  E.  D.  Smith,  JJ.,— this 
^  was  affirmed. 
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O^Brien  v.  Mechanics'  and  Traden'  Fire  Ins.  Co. 


O'BRIEN    against   THE   MECHANICS'    AN 
TRADERS'      FIRE     INSURANCE 

COMPANY. 

Court  of  Appeals;  February^  1874. 

Reversing  14  ^66.  Fr,  N,  A,  814 

Attachment. — Manneb  op  Levy. 


Under  section  235  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, — as  to  attachment 
property,  &c.,  of  a  debtor  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person, — a  gene 
notice  that  all  the  property,  debts,  &c.,  of  the  defendant  in  t 
action,  in  the  possession  or  control  of  the  person  senred  with 
notice,  and  with  a  copy  of  the  attachment,  is  sufficient. 

It  is  optional  with  the  sheriff  whether  he  will  limit  his  lery,  by  apecif, 
ing  in  the  notice  particular  property. 

Drake  v.  Goodrich,  54  Barb.  78,  and  Clark  v.  Goodrich,  41  JVl  71,  81i 
explained. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of  the  plaintifl^ 
sheriflF  of  New  York,  to  recover  insurance  moneys,  o 
a  policy  issued  by  defendants  to  one  E.  S.  Candler,  Jr— 
Candler's  creditors  had  attached    his   property  and- 
things  in  action,  and  the  sheriff  served  on  defendants,  ^ 
copy  of  the  attachment,  with  a  notice  in  general  terms, 
that  he  attached  all  the  property,  money,  bank  notes, 
books  of  account,  vouchers,  debts,  credits  and  effects 
of  Candler,  in  their  possession.    The  present  action 
was  then  brought,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  they 
having  given  the  bond  required  by  law. 

The  superior  court  held  that  a  general  notice  was 
insuflScient ;  that  the  particular  property  or  debt  to  be 
reached  must  be  specified  (reported  in  14  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.J  314). 

Plaintiff  appealed. 
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L.  K.  MiUer  and  Wm.  W.  Badger^  for  the'attach- 
creditors,  appellants. 

A.  J.  Vanderpoel^  for  the  sheriff. 
Oeo.  W.  Parsons^  for  respondents. 

By   the   Court. — ^Allek",   J.— The  plaintiff   was 
'turned  out  of  court  and  his  complaint  dismissed,  solely 
>:ipon  the  ground  that  the  attachment  had  never  been 
X^vied  upon  the  claim  in  contention,  and  that  for  want 
such  levy,  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  same,  and 
not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  its  recovery. 
TTwo  other  grounds  were  suggested  by  the  defendant  in 
^is  application  to  dismiss  the  con:plaint,  but  neither 
"vere  considered  or  passed  upon  by  the  court,  and 
'neither  can  be  said,  even  if  decided  adverst^ly  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  case  as  made  upon  the  trial,  to  be 
conclusive  upon  the  right  of  the  plaintiff.    The  objec- 
tions are  capable  of  being  obviated  and  overcome  by 
other  and  farther  evidence  ;  and,  tliat  being  the  case, 
the  defendant  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  them  upon  this 
appeal.    It  is  only  when  the  record  discloses  an  in- 
superable diflSculty  to  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  that  a 
judgment  against  him  will  be  sustained  if  the  court  be- 
low erred  in  the  decision  actually  given.    The  only 
question  before  us  is,  whether  the  notice  left  with  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  leaving  the  certified  copy  of 
the  attachment,  was  a  sufiicient  compliance  with  section 
235  of  the  Code,  and  a  valid  attachment  of  the  claim 
now  sued  upon.    We  are  not  seriously  embarrassed  by 
authority,  and  the  question  as  now  presented  may 
properly  be  considered  as  res  no  da. 

The  supreme  court  in  the  first  district,  and  the 
superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  where,  only,  so 
far  as  appears,  the  question  has  arisen,  have  differed 
in  their  interpretation  of  the  statute,  and  the  duty  of 
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the  sheriff  under  it,  and  there  is  no  settled  or  authorita- 
tive practice  under  this  conflict  of  authority  (Knhlman 
V.  Orser,  5  Drier ^  242 ;  Wilson  v,  Duncan,  11  Abb.  P/*., 
3  ;  Greenleaf  v.  Mumford,  19  Id.^  469 ;  Drake  v.  Good- 
ridge,  54  Barb,,  78).  In  this  court  but  two  cases  need 
be  referred  to  (Kelly  v.  Roberts,  40  JV.  F.,  432,  and 
Drake  v.  Goodridge,  41  /d.,  210).  In  Kelly  i?.  Roberts, 
with  a  copy  of  the  attachment,  the  sheriff  left  a  notice 
with  the  defendant  Roberts,  that  all  the  property, 
effects,  rights,  &c.,  and  the  debts  and  credits,  of  the 
debtors  in  the  attachment,  then  in  his  possession  or 
under  his  control,  would  be  liable  to  the  warrant  of  at- 
tachment, and  he  was  required  to  deliver  all  snch 
property,  &c.,  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  without 
delay.  After  an  examination  of  Roberts,  under  section 
236  of  the  Code,  a  new  notice  was  served,  adding  to  the 
first  notice  a  particular  statement  of  the  claim  intended 
to  be  levied  upon,  and  to  recover  which  the  action  was 
brought.  Other  questions  divided  the  court,  and 
were  considered  at  length,  and  the  only  allusion  to 
the  service  of  the  attachment  is  the  brief  remark  of 
Judge  James,  that  he  thought  the  service  sufficiently 
identified  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered.  Drake  v. 
Goodridge  turned  upon  the  question  whether  the 
particular  securities  which  were  in  controversy,  and 
the  interest  of  the  debtor  therein,  had  been  levied  upon 
by  the  sheriff,  and  Judge  Hunt  in  his  opinion  con- 
siders the  sufficiency  of  a  general  notice,  similar  to  that 
served  by  the  sheriff  in  this  instance,  and  comes  to  the 
conclusion  that  such  a  notice  is  not  a  compliance  with 
the  statute  requiring  the  notice  to  show  the  property 
levied  on. 

Four  judges  concurred  with  Judge  Hunt  in  revers- 
ing the  order  appealed  from,  and  two  were  for  an 
affirmance. 

Upon  what  precise  views  the  four  concurring  judges 
arrived  at  the  same  result  with  Judge  Hunt  does  not 
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ppear.     The  reporter  does  not  state  that  they  con- 
<nirred  in  the  opinion.    The  report  states  that  Judge 
<3fROVEB  also  read  an  opinion  for  a  reversal.     This  is  a 
mistake.     His  opinion  was  in  Clark  r).  Same  defend- 
antSy  argned  at  the  same  time,  and  is  reported  in  44 
JSow.  Pr,j  228,  and  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge 
J)ani£Ls  in  the  Drake  suit,  concurred  in  by  Judge 
James,  is  also  reported  in  the  same  bgok  at  page  234. 
The  notice  of  the  sheriff  served  with  the  attachment 
ivas  essentially  different  from  that  before  us,  and  after 
the  general  clause  stating,  &c.,  not  that  he  attached, 
but  that  all  the  debts,  credits,  &c.,  of  the  defendant  in 
the  attachment  would  be  liable  to  the  said  attachment, 
and  that  the  bank  to  which  it  was  addressed,  and, upon 
which  it  was  served,  was  required  to  deliver  all  such 
property,   &c.,   into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  &c., 
it  stated    that  the  sheriff   particularly  attached  the 
bank   account    and  debt    from    the  bank  to  E.   R. 
Ooodridge,  &c.,  thus  clearly  indicating  and  showing 
that  the  intent  was  to  levy  upon  a  particular  debt  and 
the    property    specified,    and    by    necessary    intend- 
ment excluding  all  other  property,  that  is,  limiting 
the  general  notice  by  the  particular  clause.    There  was 
no  debt  due  from  the  bank,  and  the  claim  and  interest 
of  the  defendant  and  debtor  in  the  attachment  proceed- 
ings was  not  described  in  the  special  clause  of  the 
notice,  and  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  it  comes 
within  the  general  clause.     But  the  case  could  *have 
been  well  decided  upon  the  ground  that  the  sheriff,  by 
the  particular  form  of  his  notice,  limited  his  levy  to  the 
property  specifically  mentioned.      The  case  did  not 
necessarily  decide  tlie  question  before  us. 

A  warrant  of  attachment  under  the  Code  directs  the 
sheriff  to  attach  and  safely  keep  all  the  property  of  the 
defendant  within  his  county,  and  this  includes  not 
only  tangible  property,  real  and  personal,  but  thingis^ 
in  action,  and  evidences  of  debt  lOodej  §§  231,  462-464. 

H.   8. — XV. — IC 
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A  levy  upon  rights  and  shares  in  the  stock  of  asso- 
ciations or  corporations,  and  debts  and  other  property 
incapable  of  manual  delivery,  cannot  be  effected  by  an 
actual  seizure,  as  in  case  of  movable  chattels,  but  they 
may  be  attached  and  held  for  the  satisfaction  of  any 
judgment  that  may  be  recovered,  by  the  proceedings 
authorized  by  section  235  of  the  Code.  A  leaving  of  a 
copy  of  the  warrant  of  attachment  with  either  of  the 
officers  or  agents  of  the  association  or  corporation 
named,  or  with  the  debtor  or  individual  holding  such 
property,  with  notice  showing  the  property  levied  on, 
is  the  statutoiy  levy  impounding  the  property  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  as  eflfectually  as  a  seizure 
of  chattels  capable  of  manual  delivery.  The  statute 
authorizing  attachments  against  absconding,  concealed 
and  non-resident  debtors  (2  Hev.  Stat.  2),  accomplished 
the  same  purpose  by  the  publication  of  a  notice  of  the 
issuing  of  the  warrant  of  attachment,  and  that  the  pay- 
ment of  any  debts,  and  the  delivery  of  any  propeny 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  to  him  or  for  his  use,  and  the 
transfer  of  any  property  by  him,  was  forbidden  by 
law,  and  were  void,  and  declaring  that  every  payment 
of  any  debt*  or  the  delivery  of  any  property  to  the 
debtor  after  the  first  publication  of  the  notice,  should 
be  di'cmed  fraudulent,  as  against  the  trustees  appointed 
in  the  proceeding  (2  Hev.  Stat.,  7,  §§  30-35).  The 
proceeding  under  tlie  revised  statutes  was  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  individual  proceeded 
against,  while  the  provisional  remedy  under  the  Code 
by  attachment,  is  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular 
creditor,  who  may  seize  only  so  much  of  the  property 
of  the  debtor  as  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claim. 
Instead,  therefore,  of  a  general  notice  to  bind  and 
charge  all  the  property  of  the  debtor,  a  notice  to  the 
individual  owning  the  debt,  or  holding  the  property  in- 
tended to  be  levied  upon,  is  authorized.  The  sheriff, 
by  his  action  and  the  notice  he  gives,  acquires  no 
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actual  dominion  over  the  property.  It  is  as  much  be- 
yond his  personal  control  as  before  the  levy,  and  there 
is  no  particular  magic  in  the  act  of  giving  the  notice, 
that  affects  the  status  or  the  rights  of  any  one,  save  as 
prescribed  by  statute,  or  that  changes  the  character  or 
actual  condition  or  possession  of  the  property.  The 
notice  is  but  an  act  of  caution  to  the  individual  upon 
whom  it  is  served,  intended  and  operating  solely  to 
prevent  his  paying  the  debt,  or  delivering  the  property 
to  the  debtor,  thus  impounding  it  to  answer  the  judg- 
ment. It  answers  all  the  purposes  which  the  law  con- 
templates, if  it  notifies  the  individual  that  a  warrant  of 
attachment  has  been  issued  against  his  creditor,  or  the 
owner  of  property  in  his  possession,  and  that  the  sheriff 
claims  to  levy  it  upon  the  debt  owing  by  him,  or  the 
property  in  his  possession ;  and  it  would  be  strange, 
indeed,  if  mere  surplusage,  the  use  of  language  so 
general  in  its  terms,  that  it  would  include  much  more 
than  the  result  would  show  was  within  the  reach  of  the 
sheriff,  would  vitiate  a  notice  clearly  embracing  debts 
and  property  subject  to  attachment,  and  owing  by,  or 
in  the  possession  of,  the  individual  served.  A  notice  by 
the  sheriff  that  he  attaches  all  property,  debts  and 
effects,  and  all  rights  and  shares  of  stock,  &c.,  in  the 
possession  or  under  the  control  of  the  individual 
served,  does  show  the  property  levied  on.  A  particular 
description  of  the  property  and  debts  supposed  to  be 
in  the  possession  of  or  owing  by  him,  is  not  necessary 
for  the  information  of  the  party  served,  and  would 
not  more  satisfactorily  show  to  him  the  property  in- 
tended to  be  reached.  The  individual  served,  ueces 
sarily  knows  better  than  the  officer  can  know,  the 
property  and  debts  in  his  possession  or  owing  by  him 
subject  to  attachment. 

A  notice  by  the  sheriff,  that  he  attached  all  the  bonds 
and  mortgages  and  promissory  notes  belonging  to  the 
attachment  debtor  in  the  possession  of  an  individual. 
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would  be  good,  without  specifying  the  particular 
securities  of  the  debtors,  aud  if,  perchance,  there 
should  be  but  one  bond  and  mortgage  and  no  promis- 
sory notes,  the  excessive  claim  would  not  vitiate.  If  a 
case  could  be  supposed  in  which  a  party  could  be  mis- 
lead and  injured  by  the  generality  of  a  notice  of  this 
kind,  it  might  be  different.  To  require  a  particular 
description  of  the  rights,  debts  and  choses  in  action, 
which  would  identify  and  distinguish  them  from  all 
others  of  a  like  kind,  would  be  to  render  the  remedy 
by  attachment,  in  a  great  majority  of  cases,  abortive  as 
a  process  against  property  of  this  character.  Neither 
the  pursuing  creditor  nor  the  sheriff,  can  ordinarily 
know  the  precise  character  of  the  dealings  between  the 
debtor  proceeded  agaiust  and  third  persons,  and  if  no 
levy  can  be  made  until,  by  proceedings  under  section 
236  of  the  Code,  the  particulars  can  be  ascertained,  it 
is  quite  evident  that  this  provisional  remedy  would,  in 
very  many  cases,  be  of  but  little  practical  value.  It  is 
only  by  a  proper  and  sufficient  levy  that  the  property 
can  be  held,  and  if  that  cannot  be  made  until  after  an 
examination  under  section  2;}6,  it  is  quite  evident  that 
the  sheriff  would  in  most  cases,  and  might  in  all,  be 
saved  the  trouble  of  making  any  levy.  The  party 
summoned  for  examination  would  have  no  difficulty  in 
so  disposing  of  the  property  as  to  put  it  beyond  th9 
reach  of  the  creditor.  The  remedy  was  designed  to  be 
effectual,  and  to  make  it  so,  any  notice  which  shows  to 
the  party  served  that  any  particular  part,  or  all  of  the 
property  or  d^bts  in  his  possession  belonging  to  the 
debtor  in  the  attachment  proceedings,  or  owing  by  him, 
is  attached,  and  intended  to  be  claimed  and  held  by 
the  sheriff,  must  be  held  to  be  sufficient. 

In  my  judgment,  the  plain  design  of  the  provision 
under  consideration,  aud  the  full  accomplishment  of 
every  purpose  that  could  have  been  intended  by  a 
notice,  is  fully  answered  by  a  notice  like  that  before  us, 
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UDless,  as  in  Drake  c.  Goodridge,  it  is  designed  to  levy 
only  on  a  particular  class  or  part  of  the  property,  and 
exclude  the  residue.  The  reasoning  of  Judge  Clerke 
upon  this  particular  question,  without  reference  to  the 
fiaicts  of  that  case,  in  Greenleaf  v.  Mumford  (19  Abb  Pr.j 
469),  is  entirely  satisfactory  to  me,  and  I  think  conclu- 
sive. The  danger  and  diflSculty  of  undertaking  to 
specify  and  describe  the  particular,  debt  or  chose  in 
action,  or  the  particular  interest  intended  to  be  attached, 
is  exemplified  in  Drake  v.  Goodridge. 

Section  236  does  not  qualify  section  235,  or  aid  us  in 

determining  what  will  be  a  sufficient  showing  of  the 

property  levied  on  by  the  notice  required  by  the  latter 

section.     It  does  enable  the  sheriff,  in  his  discretion,  to 

^pply  for  a  certificate  of  the  particular  property  of  the 

debtor,  in  the  possession  of  the  party  to  whom  the  ap- 

3)lication  is  made,  and  in  case  of  refusal,  authorizes  an 

examination.     But  the  refusal  by  no  means  suspends 

miction  upon  the  attachment,  nor  prevents  a  levy  until 

"the  examination  is  had.     Neither  is  the  sheriff  com- 

"~3)elled  to  proceed  to  an  examination,  but  he  may  do  so 

he  pleases.     That  proceeding  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 

reditor  and  the  sheriff,  but  they  are  not  bound  to  re- 

rt  to  it.     If  the  application  was  made  and  a  certificate 

fused,  it  would  clearly  indicate  that  the  levy  should 

made  at  once,  and"  an  examination,  if  necessary,  had 

fterwards.     If  the  certificate  is  given,  the  sheriff  is  not 

ound  by  it,  but  may  attach  the  property  described  by 

he  certificate,  and  all  other  property  liable  to  attach- 

ent  in  the  possession  of  the  party. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 


All  the  judges  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs 
to  abide  the  event 
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TIMPSON'S  ESTATE. 

Btfore  the  Surrogate  of  Westchester  County ;  Aprils 

1872. 

Again^  January^  1874. 

Devise. — Power. — Doweb. — Surrogates'  Courts. — 

Contempt. 

The  doviaee  of  land,  subject  to  a  power  giTen  to  the  executors  to  sell 
and  convey,  has  a  Tested  estate,  of  which,  on  his  death  after  the 
testator^s  death,  and  before  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale,  his 
widow  is  entitled  to  dower ;  and  on  a  subsequent  exercise  of  the 
power  of  sale,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution  of 
the  proceeds  when  brought  into  the  surrogate's  court  under  Law9  ^ 
1887,  ch.  460,  \  75  (8  Bun,  Stat.,  5  ed.,  198,  f  72). 


Surrogates'  courts  have  power  to  issue  attachment  to  punish  executors 
and  administrators  for  a  breach  of  their  trust. 

The  case  of  the  matter  of  Watson,  8  Lam.,  408,*  explained  and 
qualified. 

Under  2  2209.  Stat,  588,  |  23, — declaring  that  when  the  misconduct 
complained  of  consLsts  in  the  omission  to  perform  some  act  or  duty 
which  it  is  yet  in  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  perform,  he  ahmU 
be  imprisoned  only  until  he  shall  have  performed,  &c., — ^inability  to 
perform  the  duty,  if  resulting  from  the  act  or  omission  of  the  de- 
fendant himself,  is  not  a  defense.t 

I.  April,  1873. 

The  testator,  Thomas  Timpson,  died  in  1856,  leav- 
ing a  will,  by  which,  after  giving  various  legacies,  he 
devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  children,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  share  and  share  alike. 

By  the  next  clause  of  his  will  he  authorized  his  ex- 

*  Affirmed  in  6  Lam.,  466. 

t  Bee  People  ex  rel.  Grouse  v,  Cowles,  8  Abb.  Ct.  App.  Dec,  507. 


k. 
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ecutors  and  the  survivor  of  them  to  sell  and  convey  his 
real  estate,  so  devised. 

The  surviving  executor  acted  under  this  power  and 
sold  and  conveyed  the  real  estate  in  1871,  fifteen  years 
after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Intermediate  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  sale, 
some  of  the  devisees  have  died  leaving  widows  and 
heirs  at  law,  and  some  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  deceased 
devisees  have  died  leaving  widows. 

D.  R.  JacqueSj  for  the  executor. 

/.  W.  MilU^  for  Mrs.  Timpson. 

By  the  Subrogate. — The  question  presented  for 
onsideration  is,   what,   if  any,   interest   have   these 
^^dows  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

Section  72  (3  Beo.  Stat.  [5  ed.],  198),  provides  that 
■^Hhe  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  real  estate  made  in  pursu- 
nce  of  an  authority  given  by  any  last  will  may  be 
rought  into  the  office  of  the  surrogate  before  whom 
uch  will  was  proved,  for  distribution  ;  and  the  surro- 
te  shall  proceed  to  distribute  the  same  in  like  manner 
nd  upon  like  notice  as  if  such  proceeds  had  been  paid 
to  his  office  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  sale  of  real 
te  for  the  payment  of  debts." 
Where  land  is  sold  by  order  of  the  surrogate  to  pay 
ebts,  the  statute  directs  that  after  paying  the  expenses 
f  sale,  &c.,  he  shall  next  satisfy  any  claim  of  dower 
hich  the  widow  of  the  testator  or  intestate  may  have 
pen  the  land  so  sold,  &c.  (8  Bev.  Stat.  [6  ed.],  104, 
45). 

Section  52  provides  that  'Mf  after  the  payment  of 
ebts  and  expenses  there  be  any  overplus  of  the  pro- 
of the  sale,  the  same  shall  be  distributed  among 
he  heirs  and   devisees  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  or 
the  persons  claiming  under  them,  in  proportion  to  their 
Teapective  rights  in  the  premises  sold." 
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Now,  it  is  quite  cerfciin  that  the  title  to  the  lands 
sold  vested,  immediately  at  the  testator's  death,  in  the 
devisees,  by  virtue  of  the  will,  and  so  remained  until 
the  power  to  sell,  conferred  upon  the  executors,  was  ex- 
crcised.  There  was  a  seizin  in  deed,  or  in  law,  of  the 
devisees.  If  therefore  a  husband,  who  was  a  devisee 
or  belonged  to  the  class  of  devisees,  died  during  his 
seizin  and  before  sale,  it  seems  to  me  the  wife  was  en- 
titled to  dower  (4  Kent  Com.^  41).  A  seizin  in  law  is  as 
effectual  as  an  actual  seizin  \2  Bl.  Com.^  131 ;  Clancnfs 
Rights  of  Womerij  198). 

The  devisees  had  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
lands — ^a  base  fee— not  a  fee  simple  (2  Bl.  Covi.^  109).  A 
base,  or  qualified  fee  is  such  an  one  as  hath  a  qualifica- 
tion subjoined  thereto,  and  which  must  be  determined 
whenever  the  qualification  to  it  is  at  an  end.  It  is  a 
limited  fee — and  the  estate  is  a  fee,  because  by  j>ossi- 
bility  it  may  endure  forever  in  a  man  and  his  heirs  (1 
Shars.  Bl.  Com.^  109).  And  the  widow  is  entitled  to  be 
endowed  of  all  lands  and  tenements  of  which  her  bus- 
band  was  seized  in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail,  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture,  and  of  w^hich  any  issue,  which 
she  might  have  had,  might  by  possibility  have  been 
heir  (7d.,  131 ;  Litt.y  §  63 ;  WasJcburne  on  Real  Prop.^ 
164). 

It  is  plain  in  this  case  that  there  was  a  possibility  of 
the  surviving  executor  dying  without  having  exercised 
the  power  of  sale,  and  then  there  would  have  been  an 
estate  in  fee  simple  absolute,  in  the  devisees,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever. 

Thus  it  is  abundantly  established  that  the  widows 
in  question  were  endowed  of  these  lands  to  the  extent 
of  the  seizin  of  their  respective  husbands. 

The  title  thus  vesting  in  the  devisees,  when  one  of 
these  devisees  died  leaving  a  widow  and  children,  and 
the  land  having  been  sold  under  the  authority  contained 
in  the  will,  it  seems  to  me  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  to 


NEW  SERIES :  Vol.  XV.  233 

Timpson's  Estate. 

be  rt^garded  as  land  and  tbat  tlie  widows  should  take 
their  respective  one- third  for  life.    Although  Chan- 
cellor Kent  says  that  "In  equity,  lands  agreed  to  be 
tamed  into  money,  or  money  into  lands,  are  considered 
as  that  species  of  prnperty  into  which  they  were  agreed 
to  be  converted,  and  the  right  to  dower  is  regulated  in 
equity,  by  the  nature  of  the  property  in  the  equity 
vie IV  of  if  (4  KeiU  Com.  50),  yet  in  law  as  well  as  in 
equity  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  lands  in  this 
case,  are,  I  apprehend,  to  be  treated  as  if  they  were 
lands.     The  statute,  it  will  be  seen,  directs  their  dis- 
tribution in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  proceeds 
O-rising  from  a  sale  of  the  lands  ordered  sold  by  a  surro- 
gate to  pay  debts.    It  is  true  the  chancellor  says  at 
Psige  57,  ''If  an  estate  be  conveyed  to  such  uses  as  the 
purchaser  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint,  and  in  de- 
fault of  appointment,  to  the  purchaser  in  fee,  it  is 
settled  that  the  estate  vests  in  the  purchaser  as  a 
qualified  fee,  subject  to  be  divested  by  an  exercise  of 
the  ppwer  (for  the  power  is  not  merged  in  the  fee),  and, 
Consequently,  dower  attaches.     It  has  been  a  question- 
^*^le  point,  whether  a  subsequent  exercise  of  the  power, 
^®   being  a  prior  or  paramount  right,  would  not  dis- 
locate and  carry  with  it  the  dower  of  the  purchaser's 
^ife.     The  better  opinion  is  that  the  dower  is  defeated 
^y  the  execution  of  the  power."     Here  the  dower  is 
'^^t   defeated  by  such  a  paramount  title  and  right  of 
®^i2in  as  is  referred  to  by  WasTiburne  at  page  239.     At 
^^8  of  his  able  work  on  Beal  Property^  he  says,  how- 
®^^i*,  '*  If  lands  which  have  descended  to  an  heir  are 
*^ld.  for  payment  of  the  ancestoi-'s  debts,  or  by  an  ex- 
^^titor  under  a  power  in  the  will  of  the  testator,  the 
®^i^n  of  the  heir  or  devisees,  although  completed  by 
^i^try,  will  thereby  be  divested,  and  the  right  of  dower 
^^  his  wife  defeated."    To  sustain  this  position  he  cites 
^^  authorities,  cases  in  the  courts  of  the  States  of  Ohio, 
^^Hsylvania,  and  North  Carolina,  which  I  have  not 
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been  able  to  consult.  It  may,  however,  be  sufficient  to 
say,  that  in  either  case  the  heir  and  the  widow  are  both 
undoubtedly  divested  of  their  estate  or  interest  in  the 
lands,  and  a  good  title  obtained  by  the  purchaser,  and 
it  is  equally  certain,  that  when  the  object  of  the  sale 
has  been  accomplished,  the  heir  or  devisee  has  an 
interest  in  the  surplus  proceeds. 

Tlie  statute  of  our  own  State,  as  has  been  shown, 
does  divest  the  title  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  as  well  as 
that  of  the  widow,  in  the  land  sold  under  an  order  of 
sale  to  pay  debts,  but  at  the  same  time,  secures  the 
interest  of  the  widow  and  the  heir  or  devisee,  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  vests  a  good  title  in  the  pur- 
chaser. The  widow  is  to  receive  a  sum  in  gross,  if  she 
so  elect,  in  lieu  of  her  dower  interest  in  the  land  sold, 
or  will  have  one- third  part  of  the  purchase  money  put 
at  interest  for  her  benefit  as  dower.  A  widow  is  in  the 
care  of  the  law  and  a  favorite  of  the  law.  It  may  be 
laid  down  as  an  almost  universal  proposition,  that 
where  estates,  out  of  which  widows  were  entitled  to 
dower,  have  been  sold  by  order  of  court,  or  have  been 
so  sold  as  to  give  courts  of  equity  jurisdiction  over  the 
money,  these  courts  will  allow  the  widows  dower  out 
of  the  money  (1  Washburne  on  Beal  Prop.^  243).  And 
this  court  has  equity  powers  within  the  scope  of  its 
statutory  jurisdiction.  Appeals  from  its  decisions  were 
formerly  made  directly  to  the  court  of  chancery,  and 
since  the  peculiar  powers  of  that  court  have  been  trans- 
ferred to  the  supreme  court,  such  appeals  are  taken  to 
the  equity  side  of  the  latter  court.  As  has  been  shown, 
these  widows  were  entitled  to  dower  in  the  lands  sold, 
and  this  court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale. 

I  reach  the  conclusion,  therefore,  that  the  widows 
of  devisees  who  have  died  seized  of  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance in  the  lands  in  question  should  be  allowed 
their  dower  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  distributed. 
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II.  January^  1874. 

On  May  3,  1872,  a  decree  was  made  in  the  above 
matter  directing  the  sole  surviving  executor  among 
other  things  to  pay  to  John  C.  Timpson  a  devisee  of 
dieceased  some  four  thousand  and  forty  dollars  and 
ninety-eight  cents,  the  executor  then  having  the  money 
on  hand.    About  July  12,  1873,  an  application  was 
niade  on  behalf  of  the  devisee,  alleging  a  demand  of 
and  refusal  to  pay  his  distributive  share  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  of  real  estate,  for  a  citation  directing  the 
executor  to  appear  and  show  cause  why  he  did  not  pay 
it,  or  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not  be 
issued  against  him.    The  citation  was  issued  returnable 
August  18,  1873.     He  ultimately  appeared  and  alleged 
^8  cause  that  he  had  no  fundd  wherewith  to  pay.    That 
''^lien  he  had  the  money  he  sought  to  find  the  devisee 
^ut  could  not  do  so,  and  subsequently  was  so  un- 
fortunate as  to  mingle  the  funds  with  his  own  or  con- 
cert them  to  his  own  use,  and  lost  the  whole. 

The  court  afterwards  issued  an  attachnent  against 

tte  executor  directing  that  he  should  be  brought  before 

tile  court  to  answer  as  for  a  contempt  in  not  having 

implied  with  the  direction  contained  in  the  decree. 

The  attachment  was  served  and  the  parties  appeared  in 

^o^rt,  interrogatories  and  answers  thereto  were  duly 

fil^Hl,  fh>m  which  it  appeared  that  the  executor  had  con- 

^eirted  the  fund  and  it  was  lost,  and  counsel  discussed 

^'^^  submitted  the  question  as  to  whether  the  facts  and 

^'^  gave  the  surrogate  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  precept 

*^^  the  imprisonment  of  the  executor. 

iff.  M.  Ostrander^  for  legatee. 

2).  -B.  JacqTieSj  for  executor. 

3t  the  SiTBROGATE. — Subdivision  4,  section  1, 3  Jiet>. 
^^<^.  [5  ed.]  362,  provides  that  every  surrogate  shall 
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have  power  to  enforce  the  payment  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies, which  power  sliall  be  exercised  in  the  cases  and 
in  the  manner  prescrib(Hl  by  the  statutes  of  this  State. 

Section  10,  p.  364,  gives  the  surrogate  power  **  To 
enforce  all  lawful  orders,  process  and  decrees  of  his 
court  by  attachment  against  those  who  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  comply  with  such  orders  and  decrees,  or  to 
execute  such  process,  which  attachment  shall  be  in 
form  similar  to  that  used  by  the  court  of  chancery  in 
analogous  cases." 

Section  21,  p.  366  {Laws  of  1837),  makes  attach- 
ments, &c.,  returnable  to  the  county  where  they  are 
issued,  and  also  makes  applicable  to  attachments  is- 
sued by  surrogates,  3  HeD.  Siat,  5  ed.,  §§  10,  11,  12, 
13  and  16-32,  inclusive,  pp.  851-853. 

It  seems  to  be  pretty  well  established  by  authority, 
that  surrogates'  courts  are  not  courts  of  record,  notwith- 
standing the  case  In  the  Matter  of  Latson,  1  JDuer^ 
696.  The  authorities  holding  a  contraiy  doctiine  are 
Seaman  v.  Duryea  (10  Barb.^  623  ;  Dayton  on  Sur.^ 
p.  6) ;  Doran  v.  Dempsey  (1  Bradf.y  490) ;  In  the  Mat- 
ter of  Watsou  (3  Lans.y  408).  Concurring  fully  with 
these  authorities  upon  this  point,  it  is  very  plain  that  / 
none  of  the  provisions  on  pages  840-855,  inclusive  (3 
Hed.  Stat. ),  are  at  all  applicable  to  surrogates'  courts, 
except  the  sections  above  quoted.  Were  it  otherwise, 
where  was  the  necessity  of  the  act  of  1837,  makiog 
those  sections  applicable  to  these  courts.  Subdivision 
3  of  section  1,  p.  849,  providing  that  attachments  may 
issue  against  persons  for  the  non-payment  of  any  sum 
of  money  ordered  by  '*  such  court"  in  cases  where,  by 
law,  execution  cannot  be  awai*ded  for  the  collection  of 
such  sum,  refers  to  and  affects  courts  of  record  only, 
and  has  no  application  here. 

Although,  by  the  act  of  1837,  provision  is  made  for 
the  docketing  of  surrogate's  decrees  with  the  clerks  of 
the  supreme  court,  and  for  the  issuing  of  execution 
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tli^jreon,    surrogates   have   still  the  power  to  enforce 
iience  to  their  decrees  by  attachment.     This  power 
'as  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Eevised  Statutes,  which 
ent  into  effect  in  1830,  and  at  that  time  the  ordinary 
mode  of  enforcing  payment  of  any  judgment  or  decree 
by  imprisonment,  and  the  act  abolishing  imprison- 
lent  for  debt  went  into  effect  the  following  year.    This 
&ct  takes  away  the  remedy  by  imj)risonraent  on  civil 
process  in  suits  and  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of 
oney  due  upon  judgments  or  decrees  founded  upon 
mtract,  or  due  ui)on  any  contract,  express  or  implied. 
Unless  the  judgment  or  decree  is  founded  upon  con- 
tract, or  the  money  is  due  upon  contract,  express  or 
implied,  the  act  affords  no  protection,  and  the  power  to 
imprison  remains  the  same  as  before  it  was  passed. 
Here  there  is  a  trust,  and  it  is  one  of  obligation  and 
duty,  and  not  of  speculation  and  profit.    The  executor 
cannot  mingle  the  trust  money  or  property  with  his 
o^n,  or  convert  it  to  his  own  use,  however  honest  and 
sincere  may  be  his  purpose  to  restore  it  when  wanted 
CSeaman  v.  Duryea,  supra^  and  cases  cited).     In  the 
principal  case,  the  upright  and  able  judge  further  says : 
*'  He  is  to  hold  the  one  and  invest  the  other  for  the 
profit  of  his  ward,  and  to  have  the  property  and  money 
oj" the  securities  which  represent  the  money,  at  all  limrs 
object  to  such  order  as  the  court,  from  which  he  de- 
Ji^es  his  office,  may  see  proper  to  make.     If  the  order 
's  to  deliver  over  the  property,  transfer  the  securities 
^^  pay  the  money  to  the  ward  when  of  age,  or  to  the 
JJew  guardian  when  he  is  not ;   the  law  assumes  his 
^'>iUty  to  do  what  the  obligations  of  his  duty  require 
Hiathe  should  do.  and  he  cannot  evade  his  responsibil- 
ities and  change  his  position  as  a  trustee  into  that  of  a 
^©re  contract  debtor,  by  the  allegation,  real  or  pre- 
teaded,  that  the  trust  property  has  been  converted  to 
his  ownusp.     Section  2  of  the  non-imprisonment  act 
declares  that  the  provisions  shall  not  extend  to  con- 
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tempts  to  enforce  civil  remedies,  and  the  act  of  May  9 
1846  {Laws  0/^1846,  p.  164),  provides  that  in  action, 
upon  contracts  for  moneys  received  by  male  persons  ia 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  defendants  ^  shall  be  liable  to 
imprisonment  in  the  same  manner  as  in  actions  foi 
wrongs.'  These  several  enactments  indicate  no  dispo- 
sition to  relax  the  law  of  imprisonment  in  regard  tc 
trustees  made  liable  for  trust  property."  This  case 
was  afterward  reviewed  in  the  court  of  apx)eals  (11  Nm 
Y.  W  Keriul^  324),  and  the  decision  of  Judge  Brown^ 
at  special  term,  holding  that  the  attachment  had  been 
properly  issued  and  the  defaulting  guardian  properly 
imprisoned,  was  affirmed  with  but  one  dissenting 
voice. 

The  case  of  Hosack  v.  Rogers  (11  Paige,  603),  is  re- 
lied upon  by  the  executor's  counsel,  to  show  that  an 
attachment  cannot  be  issued,  and  the  same  case  is  re- 
ferred to  in  the  Matter  of  Watson  as  sustaining  the  doc* 
trine  of  that  case,  but  I  apprehend  it  is  not  in  point 
The  suit  was  to  recover  a  debt  on  contract^  and  a  de- 
cree fixing  the  amount  of  such  indebfedness  was  made, 
and  the  chancellor  very  properly  decided  that  he  could 
not  enforce  it  by  attachment. 

In  the  case  of  Doran  t).  Dempsey  (1  Bra^.^  490), 
also  relied  upon  in  the  Matter  of  Watson,  the  learned 
surrogate  does  not  attempt  to  decide  that  in  such  a  case 
surrogates  have  no  power  to  issue  attachments ;  but 
simply  determines  that  he  will  not  do  it  in  that  case. 
In  Saltus  9.  Saltus  (2  Lans.,  0),  the  case  of  Doran  v. 
Dempsey  is  merely  referred  to,  but  neither  approved 
nor  disapproved,  but  the  power  of  the  surrogate  to  is- 
sue an  attachment  is  distinctly  recognized. 

It  is  true  the  process  of  attachment  to  be  issued 
must  be  "  in  form  similar  to  that  used  by  the  court  of 
chancery  in  analogous  cases"  {Reo.  Stat,  §  10,  subd.  4, 
364),  but  the  '' analogous  cases"  are  those  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in 
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1830.    That  the  statute  contemplated  the  process  there- 
tofore used  and  not  thereafter  to  be  used  by  thi>  court 
of  chancery  in  such  cases,  I  think,  admits  of  no  seri- 
ous doubt.   By  the  Laws  of  1813,  p.  195,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  court  of  chancery  might  enforce,  the  pi^rform- 
ance  of  any  decree,  or  obedience  thereto,  bj'  execution 
su^inst  the  body  of  the  party  against  whom  the  decree 
shall  have  been  made,  which  would  be  in  the  nature  of 
a  ca.  sa.  (Blake^s  Chan.  Appen.^  p.  26).     But  the  stat- 
ute did  not  take  away  the  right  of  the  court  to  enforce 
its  decr(H?8  b}*"  attachment  (Hosack  v,  Rodgers,  supra), 
-An  attachment  against  the  body  of  the  executors  here 
^vill  not  only  be  in  form,  but  also  in  substance,  similar 
to  that  used  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  such  a  case. 
-And  then  on  being  brought  befon^  the  court,  interroga- 
tories and  answers  thereto  are  to  be  filed,  and  if  no  suffi- 
cient cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown,  a  writ  or  process 
of  commitment  will  be  issued  against  him.     The  ofiice 
of  an  attachment  is  to  bring  the  party  into  court  to 
Answer  for  some  alleged    dereliction  of  duty.      ''It 
differs  from  arri^t  in  that  he  who  arresteth  a  man  car- 
^^th  him  to  a  higher  power  to  be  forthwith  disposed 
^^  ;  but  he  that  aUacU^th  keepeth  the  party  attached^ 
^^%i  pn»8ents  him  in  court  at  the  day  assigned,  as  ap- 
P^5ai«  by  the  words' of  the  writ"  {Jacob  Law  Die,  tit. 
^^iach.).    I  think  the  court  in  the  Matter  of  Watson, 
^^-*St  sight  of  the  distinction  between  an  attachment  and 
*   jDrocess  of  commitment  in  the  attachment  proceeding 
^     tihe  statute  regulating  the  form  of  the  attachment 
ly  and  not  of  the  process  of  commitment.     The  sur- 
fgate,  after  having  issued  the  attachqient  of  a  form 
^^  ■^'sniliir  to  that  used  by  the  court  of  chancer}^,  proceeds 
^    Tuuish  by  a  process  adapted  to  the  case. 

The  remaining  point  to  be  considered  is,  what  is  the 

c^^*ct  of  3  Rev.  Stat,  §  23,  853,  which  declares  "that 

'w^hea  the  misconduct  complained  of  consists  in  the 

ottiission  to  perform  some  act  or  duty,  which  it  is  yet 
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in  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  perform^  he  shall  hi 
imprisoned  only  until  he  shall  have  i)erformed  sucl 
act  or  duty  and  paid  suoh  fine,"  &c.  It  is  claimed  oi 
the  part  of  the  executor,  that  he  has  converted  th< 
trust  funds  tt)  his  own  use,  since  the  decree  was  made 
and  Las  now  lost  tlie  whole,  and  that,  therefore,  having 
no  pecuniary  power  to  perform  the  duty  of  paying  im 
posed  by  the  decree,  he  has  placed  himself  in  a  positioi 
which  entitles  him  to  escape  punishment  for  his  mis 
conduct,  and  to  be  treated  as  a  simple  debtor  of  th< 
injured  party.  Can  this  be?  Is  such  the  object  anc 
intent  of  that  section  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  con 
struction  would  do  violence  to  all  our  ideas  of  justice 
and  is  emphatically  disapproved  by  Justice  Brown  ii 
the  case  of  Seaman  v.  Duryea.  If  it  were  the  law,  ther 
any  executor,  administrator,  or  guardian,  by  taking 
the  fund  held  in  his  fiduciary  capacity  and  using  it  t< 
pay  his  own  debts,  may  escape  punishment  by  coming 
into  court  and  showing  that  he  has  not  the  peouniarj 
power  to  perform  the  act  of  paying,  enjoined  by  th< 
decree.  It  is  an  old  and  sound  maxim  that  no  on< 
shall  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong. 
It  strikes  me,  that  the  section  under  consideration  ap 
plies  only  to  those  cases  where  it  is  physically  impos 
sible  to  perform  the  act  or  duty,  as  where  the  decree 
directs  the  delivery  of  specific  things,  which  have  per- 
ished or  been  destroyed,  and  the  like,  and  not  to  the 
mere  direction  for  the  payment  of  money.  I  am 
strengthened  in  this  view,  by  the  amendment  of  sectioii 
20  of  the  statute  in  1843,  which  adds  thereto  these 
words :  *'  But  in  all  cases  which  have  arisen  or  may  here- 
after arise  under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  coarl 
or  tribunal  ordering  such  imprisonment  may,  in  theii 
discretion  (in  cases  of  inability  to  perform  the  require- 
•ments  imposed),  relieve  the  person  or  persons  so  im- 
prisoned, in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  as  they 
ehall  deem  just  and  proper."     In  section  23  the  words 
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'«5  **  power,  &c.,  to  perform,"  and  in  the  above  amend- 
ent  **  inability  to  perform." 
Before  the  adoption  of  this  amendment,  it  seems  to 
ve  been  held  that  the  only  mode  bj'  which  a  party 
nld  be  relieved  from  imprisonment  for  contempt  in 
t  paying  a  sum  of  money  ordered  by  tlie  court  to  be 
id,  was  by  an  appeal  to  the  pardoning  power  (People 
^»-  Bennett,  4  Paige,  282,  or  by  application  to  the  legis- 
1«  tare  ;  Van  Wezel  v.  Van  Wezel,  .3  Paige,  38  ;  2  Barb. 

Tlie  executor  had  all  the  money,  amounting  to  thirty- 

fi'V'*  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty -four  dollars  and 

s^^enty-nine  cents,  in  his  hands  at  the  time  the  decree 

i*i   this  matter  was  entered.     lie  retained  as  belonging 

"to  him,  and  paid  out  thirty-one  thousand  eight  hundred 

^icid  three  dollars  and  eighty-one  cents  to  various  de- 

"^i^ees,  leaving  in  his  hands  four  thousand  and  forty 

dollars  and  ninety-eight  cents,  as  the  share  of  John  C. 

1*ixnpson,  the  petitioner,  whom  he  represents  that  he 

^oixld  not  find.     This  fund  he  converted  to  his  own  use, 

^Od  the  whole  is  lost.     In  this  he  was  clearly  guilty  of 

^xiiflcondnct  which  "was  calculated  to,  or  actually  did 

defeat,  impair,  impede  or  prejudice  the  rights  or  rome- 

^i€j8"  of  said  John  C.  Timpson,  in  a  matter  depending 

^   this  court,  and  is  tlius  clearly  brought  within  the 

provisions  of  section  20,  which  authorizes  the  court  to 

inipose  a  fine  or  to  imprison  him,  or  both,  and  after- 

^"^rds  the  court  may  relieve  him  from  imprisonment  on 

Incoming  satisfied  of  his  inability  to  pay.    The  stat- 

^*©  as  thus  amended  furnishes  a  perfect  scheme  for  the 

adequate  punishment  of  such    delinquents,   and  for 

theii-  relief  and  ultimate  discharge  in  proper  cases.    It 

'^om^  be  strange,  indeed,   if  legislative  wisdom  had 

^'ed  to  furnish  appropriate  methods  to  punish  those 

''^^ilty  of  breaches  of  trust — an  offense  in  these  days 

?'  Bo  frequent  occurrence  and  so  alarming  in  amounts 

iiivolved. 

H.  B. — ^XV. — 10 
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It  is  with  much  difSdence  that  I  find  myself  obliged 
to  disregard  certain  dicta  of  the  learned  justice  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  Matter  of 
Watson,  but  the  case  of  Seaman  v.  Duryea,  and  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  statutes  and  authorities,  leaves 
me  no  alternative. 

A  precept  must,  therefore,  be  issued,  directing  the 
sheriflf  of  Westchester  county  to  take  into  his  custody 
the  person  of  the  executor,  and  so  keep  him  until  the 
further  order  of  the  court. 


THE  PEOPLE  an  the  relation  of  THE  MAHOPAC 
MANUFACTURING  COMPANY  against 

VAN  NORT. 

Supreme  Court ;' Special  Term,  January^  1874. 

Mandamus. — Contract   by  Public  Offioeb. — 

Vested  Riout. 

The  relators  agreed  with  the  commissioner  of  public  works  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  that  the  latter  might  enter  on  their  property, 
and  connect  a  lake  thereon,  with  the  aquednct  of  the  city,  on  con- 
dition  that  the  commissioner  shonld  apply  to  the  legislature  for  the 
passage  of  an  act  anthorizing  the  purchase  of  the  lake,  &c.,  or  the 
taking  of  the  same  by  process  of  law  for  just  compensation;  and 
pursuant  to  this  agreement,  the  commissioner  entered  and  used  the 
waters,  and  the  legislature  passed  an  act  for  the  purpose  contem- 
plated, and  the  city,  for  a  considerable  period,  enjoyed  the  use  of 
the  water;  but  the  commissioner  and  his  successor  failed  to  agree 
with  the  relator  on  a  price,  or  to  take  proceedings  to  acquin  the 
property;  and  the  city  finally  ceased  to  make  use  of  the  waten. 
HM^  1.  That  these  facts  did  not  constitute  the  relation  of  vendor 
and  purchaser  between  the  relator  and  the  city. 

2.  Such  a  contract  by  the  commissioner,  if  one  had  been  made, 
would  not  bind  the  successor  of  the  commissioner  nor  the  dtji 
without  a  ratification. 
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8.  The  agreement,  and  the  statute  passed  conseqaently,  and  the 
commencement  of  proceedings  to  take  the  relator^s  property, 
ould  not,  at  least  until  a  report  of  commissioners  thereon,  confer 
kny  Tested  right  on  the  relator.* 

The  Lake  Mahopac  Manufacturing  Company  applied 
the  supreme  court,  on  affidavits,  for  the  issue  of  a 
^Ki.andamu8  to  compel  Gteorge  L.  Van  Nort,  the  commis- 
sioner of  public  works  of  the  city  of  New  York,  to 
ake  application  to  the  supreme  court  for  the  appoint- 
^nt  of  commissioners,  to  ascertain  and  appraise  the 
tnpensation  to  be  paid,  by  the  city,  to  the  relators, 
^or-  property  taken  by  the  city  under  an  arrangement 
^^iginally  made  with  William  M.  Tweed,  the  prede- 
^^^ssor  of  the  defendant^  and  the  act  of  February  27, 
1871  (1  Laws  0/1871,  p.  88,  ch.  66). 

The  allegations  relied  on  by  the  relator  were  to  the 
following  effect : 

Tweed,  acting  m  behalf  of  the  city,  but  at  first 
'Without  authority,  entered  into  negotiations  with  the 
^^^lators  to  obtain  the  use  of  the  waters  of  Lakes  Kirk 
^iid  Mahopac,  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  city. 

Those  negotiations  resulted  in  an  agreement,  that  he 
'"^ight  take  possession  of  the  property  in  behalf  of  the 
^*ty,  with  the  understanding  that  he  should  apply  to 
^•^islature  for  authority  to  acquire  title  to  it  for  the 
^^ty,  either  by  purchase  or  by  due  process  of  law. 

He  took  possession  pursuant  to  that  agreement  and 
^^derstanding,  and  the  legislature  subsequently  con- 
^^^"^ed  npon  the  commissioner  of  public  works  the  req- 
^*^ite  authority  to  acquire  title  to  the  property  {Laws 
^  1871,  pp.  88,  639 ;  Laws  of  1873,  ch.  344). 

£eing  unable  to  agree  with  the  owners  of  the  prop- 

5^  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid  therefor,  Tweed,  before 

*^^    ^ent  out  of  office,  in  the  latter  part  of  1871,  not 

^^^y  to  agreed  make  an  application  for  the  appoint- 

Compare  Matter  of  Washington  Pork,  p.  148  of  this  yolunie. 
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ment  of  commissioners,  but  caused  the  papers  to  be 
prepared  for  such  application. 

From  the  time  Tweed  so  took  possession  in  behalf 
of  the  city  down -to  the  time  the  respondent  came  into 
office,  the  city  retained  possession  of  and  used  the 
property  and  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  it,  by 
constructing  the  necessary  works  thereon  for  drawing 
the  waters  from  the  lakes,  and  conducting  the  same  to 
the  Croton  mains  leading  to  the  city. 

• 

Henry  W.  Johnson,  for  the  relator; — Insisted  that 
the  plaintiff  showed  that  the  defendant  had  ratified 
Mr.  Tweed's  election  to  take  the  property,  and  that 
Philips  V.  Thompson  (1  Johns.  Ch.^  131),  recognized 
the  relator's  right  to  have  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance, since  they  had  shown  complete  performance  on 
their  own  part. 

William  H.  Martin^  for  the  defendant. — ^I.  Insisted 
that  the  only  form  in  which  a  mandamus  could  issue 
would  be  to  compel  the  commissioner  to  exercise  his 
discretion  in  reference  to  whether  the  property  should 
be  taken  (People  v.  Supervisors,  24  Sow.  Pr.y  119; 
People  V.  Croton  Board,  49  Barb.,  259 ;  People  r>. 
Green,  64  7d.,  162,  493 ;  People  v.  Supervisors,  61  N. 
Y.  401). 

II.  A  mandamus,  if  issued,  would  be  fruitless,  be- 
cause under  the  statute  (3  Edm.  Stat,  621,  §  14),  his 
application  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to 
take  the  land  must  be  founded  on  his  affidavit  of  its 
necessity,  which  he  could  not  make  (People  v.  Tre- 
maine,  29  Barh.y  99  ;  People  v.  Commissioners,  27 ie?., 
94 ;  People  v.  Canal  Board,  4  Lans.,  274). 

III.  The  extent  of  land  needed  had  not  been  de- 
fined, nor  had  the  land  been  appropriated.  In  the 
cases  where  mandamus  is  granted  to  public  officers  or 
parties  directing  them  to  take  proceedings  to  acquire 
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title  to  lands  for  public  use,  there  has  been  a  distinct 
appropriation  of  the  land  by  the  statute,  or  there  has 
been  an  explicit  act  by  the  officer  or  party  declaring 
and  defining  the  land  needed,  which  by  the  statute  or 
by  the  law  has  been  made  final  and  conclusive  in  re- 
spect to  its  condemnation  (See  Brooklyn  Park  Com- 
missioners V.  Armstrong,  3  Lavs.,  429  ;  People  v.  Com- 
mon Council  of  Brooklyn,  22  Barh.,  412 ;  Morgan  v. 
Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  Law  E.^IC.  P.,  103 ;  Fotherly 
t.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  2  Id.,  188 ;  Eeg.  v.  Woods  & 
Forest  Com.,  12  Jur.,  916). 

IV.  The  relator  asks  more  than  he  is  entitled  to, 
for  defendant  may  decide  that  a  part  of  the  land  is 
unnecessary  (People  v.  Green,  64  Barb.,  174 ;  People 

^.   Commissioners,  22  Hoio.  Ft..  291). 

V.  The  use  already  made  did  not  give  vested  rights 
eople  V.  Brooklyn,  1  Wend.,  318  ;  Wolfe  v.  Frost,  4 
ndf.  Ch.,  95  ;  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §  760  ;  Lowry  v.  Tew, 

^^arb.  Ch.,  407) 

VI.  A  clear  and  precise  right  has  not  been  shown ; 
^  the  mandamus  should  therefore  be  denied  (People 

Supervisors,  11  N.   Y.    [1  Kern.\  563 ;  People  v. 
rton,  62  Barb.^  572 ;  People  t.  Canal  Board,  13  Id.^ 
;  People  v.  Green,  63  Id.,  390). 

VII.  The  city  should  be  allowed  to  recede,  and 
^^ontinue  proceedings  (Buck  r.  Parish  of  Maryle- 

»e,  15  Q.  B.,  761  ;  20  L.  T.  N.  S.  Q.  B.,6Q7;  People 

<^roton  Board,  49  Barb.,  259;  People  v.  Brooklyn, 

Wend.,  321;  Phillips  v.  Thompson,  1  Johns.  Ch.j 

). 

GiLBEET,  J. — I  am  very  clear  that  this  motion 
^Dnld  be  denied  : 

First.    Strictly  speaking,  the  engagement  of  Mr. 

eed  was  that  the  requisite  legislative  authority  to 

uire  the  relator's  property,  either  by  purchase  or 
"^oipulsorily  by  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  should 
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be  procured.  This  was  accomplished  by  the  act  of 
February  27,  1871. 

Second.  The  transaction  between  Mr.  Tweed  and 
the  relator  did  not  create  the  relation  of  vendor  and 
purchaser  between  the  relator  and  the  city.  Mr.  Tweed 
was  not  empowered  to  enter  into  such  a  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  city,  nor  was  he  the  agent  of  the  city  for 
such  a  purpose  by  virtue  of  his  office  of  superintend 
dent  of  public  works.  The  contract  itself,  as  stated 
by  the  relator,  was  merely  that  authority  to  acquire  the 
property  should  be  obtained.  What  should  be  done 
after  the  authority  should  have  been  obtained  was  not 
stated  in  it.  Neither  party  engaged  to  do  anything ; 
the  relator  did  not  become  bound  to  sell  or  the  city  to 
buy. 

Third.  Such  a  contract  by  a  public  officer  would 
be  against  public  policy  and  void  at  the  election  of  the 
principal  for  whom  he  ostensibly  acted  without  some 
act  of  ratifi(.*ation  by  the  latter.  A  public  officer  cannot 
thus  bargain  away  beforehand  the  discretion  reposed  in 
him  by  law  (Bliss  v.  Matteson,  62  Barb.j  345 ;  S.  C, 
46  H.  F.,  22).  Much  less  can  he  bind  his  successor  in 
that  way.  There  has  been  no  ratification  by  the  city 
authorities,  for  the  reason  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
they  ever  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  contract  or  of 
the  claim  of  the  relator  in  respect  to  it.  Mr.  Van  Nort 
had  no  more  power  to  ratify  than  Mr.  Tweed  had  to 
make  the  contract. 

Fourth.  Nothing  has  been  done  under  the  act  of 
1871  which  gave  the  relator  any  vested  rights.  The 
act  authorizes  the  commissioners  of  public  works  to 
make  a  voluntary  purchase,  or,  if  that  cannot  be 
effected,  to  take  the  required  proceedings  to  acquire 
title  to  the  property  compulsorily.  It  does  not  take  or 
appropriate  the  property  of  the  relator,  or  even  specify 
the  property  which  it  authorizes  to  be  acquired^  but  is 
general  in  its  terms,  and  authorizes  the  acquisition  of 
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ny  property.  Nothing  of  any  legal  importance  has 
^:>ccurTed  with  respect  to  the  matter  since  Mr.  Tweed 
"^ent  out  of  oflSce.  While  he  was  in  office  negotiations 
or  a  purchase  were  had  between  him  and  the  relator, 
hich  produced  no  result,  and  he  directed  the  prepara- 
ion  of  the  necessary  papers  preliminary  to  an  applica- 
ion  to  the  court  for  appointment  of  commissioners  of 
^ii,ppraisement  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1871,  which  the 
srelator  avers  were,  in  fact,  prepared.  But  no  applica- 
"Ciaoa  had  ever  been  made,  and  the  defendant  has  de- 
^^^rmined  that  none  ought  to  be  made.  He  is  vested 
ith  exclusive  discretion  on  the  subject,  and  the  court 
no  power  to  coerce  the  exercise  of  that  discretion. 
ven  if  such  an  application  had  been  made  and  even 
O'w  pending,  those  facts  alone  would  not  vest  any  right 
XI  the  relator ;  for  the  act  of  1871  adopts  the  provis- 
ons  of  the  general  railroad  act  on  this  subject,  and  by 
latter  act  the  proceedings  remain  inchoate  until  con- 
rmed  by  the  court,  or,  at  all  events,  until  the  report 
t  the  commissioners  shall  have  been  made.  Before 
lie  proceedings  are  complete  neither  party  acquires 
ny  vested  right  (People  v.  Brooklyn,  1  Wend.,  318; 
V.  Commissioners  of  Worcester,  4  Oray^  414). 
No  hardship  accrues  to  the  relator  from  the  applica- 
oo  of  these  principles.  He  dealt  with  a  public  officer 
nd  is  charged  with  knowledge  that  such  a  person  can 
t  only  in  a  trust  capacity  for  the  public  good  and  in 
onformity  with  the  law  creating  the  trust.  If  he  has 
ought  by  means  of  antecedent  engagements  to  control 
performance  of  the  trust  created  by  the  act  of  1871, 
his  own  benefit,  he  cannot  complain  that  the  law 
'ymil  not  sanction  the  accomplishment  of  such  an  ob- 
ject. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  but  without  costs. 
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GOODENOUGH  against  SPENCER. 

Supreme  Courts  First  District^  First  Department; 

General  Term^  Jamtary^  1874. 

Fkaudulent  Conveyances. — Attorney  and  Client. 

A  conveyance*  intended  by  both  parties  to  hinder  and  delay  the 
creditors  of  the  grantor  cannot  even  as  against  the  grantor,  be  sus- 
tained in  favor  of  the  grantee  or  his  assignee  with  notice,  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  the  grantee  was  the  attorney  and  counsel  of  the 
grantor,  and  as  such  advised  and  received  the  conveyance. 

Attorney  and  client,  when  parties  to  such  a  transaction  are  not  re- 
garded as  in  pari  lelicto;  but  the  client  will  be  relieved  if  it  can  be 
done  without  injury  to  an  innocent  purchaser. 

A  purchaser  who  consented  to  leave  the  property  in  the  grantor's 
possession,  stipulating  that  it  should  remain  there  for  the  period  of 
sixty  days,  held  to  be  put  on  notice ;  and,  therefore,  having  par- 
chased  without  inquiry,  he  took  subject  to  equities. 

Milton  A.  Goodenough  brought  this  action  against 
\Vm.  IT.  Spencer,  to  recover  possession  of  certain  per- 
sonal property  which  Spencer  had  transferred  by  bill 
of  sale  to  Stevens,  his  counsel,  and  which  Stevens  had 
sold  to  the  plaintiflF. 

The  evidence  in  this  action  showed  and  the  referee 
found,  that  on  March  1,  1870,  the  defendant  executed 
and  delivered  unto  Samuel  Stevens,  his  attorney  and 
counsel  in  legal  proceedings,  a  bill  of  sale  of  house- 
hold furniture,  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  wagons,  harness, 
grain  and  hay,  then  being  in,  upon  and  about  his 
dwelling  house  and  farm,  situated  in  the  town  of  York, 
Livingston  county,  and  State  of  New  York.  The  con- 
sideration recited  in  the  bill  of  sale  was  five  thousand 
dollars,  thereby  paid  by  the  defendant  to  him  for  certain 
counsel  fees,  and  moneys  for  legal  sei-vices,  due,  or  to 
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ome  due  in  certain  matters  at  the  date  of  the  bill  of 
It^  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee,  including  suits  at  law, 
ci  other  matters  of  adjustment,  counsel  and  advice, 
disbursements  and  moneys  laid   out  and  expended, 
Croats  and  charges,  and  other  good  and  valuable  con- 
si  ci  orations.     The  property  included  in- the  bill  of  sale, 
'^^'^SiiS  of  the  value  of  five  thousand  dollars.     And  at 
1 1:1  €*    time  of  its  execution  and  delivery,  the  defendant 
^d  the  vendee  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  four  hun- 
L  ^-^^'d  dollars,  but  that  sum  was  found  to  form  no  por- 
^■ionof  the  actual  consideration  for  which  the  bill  of 
1^  was  given. 

The  defendant  was  then  in  embarrassed  circum- 

nces,  and  was  about  to  be  examined  in  supplemen- 

proceedings    taken    on    a   judgment    recoveivd 

inst  him.     And  at  the  suggestion  of  the  vendee,  his 

"•-torney  and  counsel,  he  executed  and  delivered  the 

ill  of  sale  to  him,  in  order  to  prevent  the  property 

'^^r<erred   to    in  it,   from    being  appropriated    by  his 

' x^t:?<titors  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  upon  the  agree- 

nt  on  the  part  of  the  vendee,  that  he  would  transfer 

it   again  to  the  defendant  after  his  financial  difficulties 

*^acl  been  overcome. 

After  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  siile, 
^  1^  ^  defendant  remained  in  the  undisturbed  posst^ssion 
^^f  the  property  mentioned  in  it,  as  it  was  understood 
^^tween  the  parties  to  it  that  he  should  at  the  time 
'^'^  Vien  it  was  delivered,  and  used  and  enjoyed  it  as  his 

On  or  about  August  12,  1870,  Samuel  Stevens,  the 

^^^ndee  in  the  bill  of  sale,  procured  from  the  plaintiff 

^^^8um  of  twenty -five  hundred  dollars,  and  delivered 

a  written  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale  accompany- 

the  bill  of  sale  itself.    This  assignment  was  absolute 

^n  its  form,  but  the  plaintiff  under  date  of  August  13, 

L  1870,  entered    into  an  agreement    with    Stevens,    by 

i  ^liich  he  agreed  to  assign  the  bill  of  sale  back  to  him 
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for  th(^  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars  to  be  ]>aid  on  oi 
before  November  1,  1870. 

During  the  defendant's  examination  in  the  supple 
mentary  proceedings,  he  testified  that  he  conveyed  hL 
personal  property  to  his  counsel,  Samuel  Stevenn,  fo« 
services. 

Before  the  plaintiff  took  the  assignment  of  the  bil 
of  sale,  he  was  informed  that  the  defendant  had  givei 
that  testimony.  But  it  appeared  on  the  trial,  accord 
ing  to  the  conclusion  of  the  referee,  that  the  8tat;emen 
was  made  under  the  suggestion  and  advice  of  the  de 
fendant's  attorney  and  counsel,  the  vendee  in  the  bil 
of  sale. 

Before  the  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale  the  plain 
tiff  was  advised  by  his  own  counsel  that  he  couk 
safely  purchase  the  same,  and  by  doing  so  wonl( 
acquire  title  to  the  property  described  in  it.  Th« 
plaintiff  took  the  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale  upoi 
that  advice,  and  upon  the  evidence  given  concerning  i 
on  the  supplementary  examination,  and  the  statemen 
contained  in  the  bill  of  sale  itself,  believing  that  b] 
doing  so  he  would  acquire  a  good  title  to  the  propertj 
described  and  mentioned  in  it. 

At  the  time  of  the  assi^rnment  it  was  orally  agreec 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Stevens,  that  the  plaintii 
should  not  interfere  with  the  property  in  the  bill  o 
sale  for  the  period  of  sixty  days.  And  the  plaintii 
was  also  informed  by  Stevens  that  he  was  defendant'i 
attorney  and  counsel,  that  he  had  been  employed  bj 
him  in  various  suits  and  other  matters,  for  which  th( 
defendant  owed  him  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  tha 
the  bill  of  sale  was  given  for  such  services,  and  wai 
regular  and  proper.  He  also  informed  the  plaintif 
that  the  property  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defend 
ant  at  his  farm  or  place  in  Livingston  county,  and  hac 
continued  in  his  possession  since  the  execution  of  th( 
bill  of  sale.    All  this  information  was  communicatee 
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the  plaintiff  before  he  took  the  assignment  of  the 
"bill  of  sale.  Proof  was  also  giveu  from  which  it  was 
'onnd  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of 
t^lie  real  state  of  the  transaction  as  it  existed  between 
tJie  defendant  and  his  attorney  and  counsel. 

The  defendant  refused  to  deliver  the  proi)erty  to  the 
X>l-aintiff.    And  this  action  was  brought  for  the  recovery 

its  ]K>ssession. 

The  referee  reported  in  favor  of  the  defendant ;  and 
the  judgment  entered  on  the  report  the  plaintiff 
B.x>pealed. 

D.  McMaJian^  for  plaintiff,  appellant. 

Theron  George  Strong^  for  defendant,   appellant, 
l>eaide8  the  cases  cited  in  the  opinion,  cited  Comstock 
«.    Comstock,  67  Barb.,  453 ;  Brock  v.  Barnes,  40  Id.^ 
C21;  Mason  v.  Ring,  3  Abb.  Ct.  App.  Dec,  210. 

By  the  Couet.*— Daniels,  J.— Although  the  char- 
acter of  the  transaction  which  results  in  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  sale  from  the  defendant  to 
his  attorney  and  counsel  was  in  dispute  upon  the  trial, 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  referee  in  the 
inclusion  he  adopted  conceniing  it    And  for  that 
'^son  that  conclusion  must  now  be  accepted  as  ex- 
"Jbiting  the  transaction  in  its  true  light.     It  was  in 
brief  a  transfer  made  by  an  embarrassed  client  to  his 
attorney  and  counsel  under  the  advice  and  suggestion 
^'  tie  latter,  without  any  actual  consideration,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  property  held  by  him,  for 
*^®    sole  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  defendant,  so  long 
^  it  was  in  danger  of  being  seized  by  his  creditors  for 
the  payment  of  their  debts,  and  after  that  danger  had 
"^^n  successfully  avoided,  restoring  the  formal  title 
*gain  to  the  defendant.    And  that  intention  appears  to 

*  Present  Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Daniels  aod  Dohohub,  J  J. 
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have  been  observed  until  the  vendee  undertook  fl 
transfer  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  con:5ider£ 
tion  he  received  for  doing  so,  on  the  assurance  that  th- 
bill  of  sale  was  regular  and  proper. 

By  the  statutes  of  the  State  a  transfer  of  propert; 
made  by  a  debtor  for  the  purpose  of  withholding  it  fron 
the  satisfaction  of  the  lawful  demands  of  his  creditor 
is  prohibited.  And  the  person  who  receives,  as  well  a 
the  one  who  transfers  the  title,  for  the  promotion  o: 
such  a  design,  are  both  rendered  so  far  criminal  as  U 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  (2  Heo.  Slat.y  690,  §  3). 

In  the  consummation  of  this  tmnsaction  both  partiei 
to  it  involved  themselves  in  the  giiilt  of  this  offense 
And  the  vendee  cannot  shield  himself  from  its  con 
sequences  by  reason  of  the  circumstance  that  its  com 
mission  arose  out  of  the  advice  sought  for  his  protec 
tion  by  an  embarrassed  and  insolvent  client.  N< 
attorney  or  counsel  has  the  right,  in  the  discharge  o 
professional  duties,  to  involve  his  client  by  his  advio 
in  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State.  And  if  he  doei 
so,  he  becomes  implicated  in  the  client's  guilt,  whei 
by  following  the  advice,  a  crime  against  the  laws  o 
the  State  is  committed.  The  fact  that  he  acts  in  th< 
capacity  and  under  the  jjrivileges  of  counsel,  does  no 
exonerate  him  frona  the  well  founded  legal  principle 
which  renders  all  persons  who  advise  or  direct  the  com 
mission  of  crime,  guilty  of  the  crime  committed  bj 
compliance  with  the  advice  or  in  conformity  with  tht 
direction  which  may  be  given. 

But  while  both  the  attorney  and  his  client  may  b^ 
rendered  criminally  guilty  in  such  a  transaction,  th< 
law  does  not  allow  the  attorney  to  profit  by  it,  whei 
it  results  in  an  apparent  advantage  to  him  fron 
compliance  with  the  advice  given  by  him.  The  re 
lation  existing  between  attorney  and  counsel  and  clien 
is  one  of  trust  and  confidence,  placing  the  interests  anc 
rights  of  the  client  very  much  under  the  guardianshij 
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control  of  the  counsel,  and  liable  to  abuses  result- 
in  serions  and  lasting  injury  to  tlie  client. 
The  law  regards  the  client  as  very  much  under  the 
Tience  and  control  of  the  attorney  and  counsel, 
the  ordinary  professional  relation  exists  between 
and  for  that  reason  the  conduct  and  acts  of  the 
tter  are  closely  watched  and  scrutinized. 

If  he  bargains  with  the  client,  while  the  relation 

lets  to  his  own  advantage  and  the  detriment  or  pre- 

dice  of  the  client,  the  law  attributes  the  result  to  the 

made  of  his  undue  influence  over  the  conduct  of 

client,  and  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory  evidence 

good  faith  on  the  one  part,  and  entirely  voluntary 

^3tion  on  the  other,  sets  aside  and  annuls  the  transac- 

So  decided  are  courts  of  justice  in  the  observ-        . 
^Kice  and  enforcement  of  this  principle,  that  the  attor-        / 
r  and  counsel  will  not  be  permitted  to  retain  the        L 
Its   of  even  an   unlawful   contract,   where   under        / 
inary  circumstances  no  relief  would,  on  account  of       y 
illegality  of  the  enterprise,  be  awarded  to  eithQr,,^/ 
Where  one  party  through  the  means  of  an  un- 
'^'ful  agreement  acquires  the  property  of  another,  the 
regards  them  as  equally  in  fault,  and   will  do 
ing  for  the  redress  or  protection  of  either  side. 
"Ut  when  that  advantage  is  secured  by  an  attorney  or 
^^^^nnsel  from  his  client,  the  parties  are  not  considered 
*s  iDeing  equally  in  the  wrong.     The  law  then  regards 
^^e  client  as  being  drawn  into  the  violation  of  its  pro- 
"^isions,  through  the  controling  influence  of  hisattor- 
^^y  and  counsel  over  him,  and  for  that  reason  in- 
^i^enes  for  his  protection.     Hence  in  a  transfer  like 
^hat  made  by  the  defendant  to  his  attorney  and  counsel 
^y  the  bill  of  sale,  which  was  executed  and  delivered 
w  this  instance,  although  both  parties  to  it  violated  the 
law,  the  defendant  was  not  equally  in  the  wrong,  and 
the  transfer  will  be  annulled,  for  the  purpose  of  reliev- 
ing him,  if  that  can  be  done  without  injury  to  an 
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innocent  purchaser  (Ford  v.  Harrington,  16  IT.  \ 
285;  Freelove  t).  Cole,  41  Barb.,  318;  Evans  n.  Ellis 
Denio^  640 ;  Howell  o.  Bansom,  11  Paige^  638). 

But  that  relief  will  not  bo  carried  so  &r  as  to  d 
turb  the  rights  of  an  innocent  third  party  who  in  go 
faith  may  have  been  induced  to  part  with  his  money 
his  property,  relying  upon  the  title  the  attorney  a 
counsel  had  the  apparent  right  and  power  of  transf 
ring ;  the  rule  in  that  case  being  that  where  one  of  t 
innocent  persons  must  suffer  by  the  fraud  or  mi8C< 
duct  of  a  third,  the  loss  shall  be  borne  by  him  w 
conferred  upon  the  wrongdoer  the  means  of  deceivi 
I)ersons  honestly  dealing  with  him  (Rawls  9.  Deshl 
4  Abb.  CL  App.  Dec.,  12 ;  S.  C,  3  Keyes,  672 ;  ; 
firming  28  How.  Pr.,  66 ;  Whitlock  t.  Kane,  1  Pai[ 
202,  208). 

Under  this  principle,  even  though  the  transfer 
the  defendant's  property  to  his  attorney  and  conni 
would  be  at  once  set  aside,  as  between  them,  the  ru 
could  not  be  so  far  extended  as  to  annul  the  plaintif 
title,  if  he  had  been  entirely  justified  in  his  conclusi 
that  the  defendant  had  parted  with  all  his  rights  a 
interest  in  the  property  sold.  But  he  was  not,  for 
omitted  one  important  indication  of  the  continued  < 
istence  of  those  rights,  arising  out  of  the  circumstar 
that  the  prox)erty  still  remained  in  the  derendant's  p 
session.  And  in  addition  to  that  he  was  reqnii 
to  stipulate  to  allow  continuance  in  that  conditi 
for  the  period  of  sixty  days  after  the  assignment 
the  bill  of  sale  to  him.  These  circumstances  were  i 
consistent  with  the  existence  of  an  indefeasible  title 
the  person  the  plaintiff  dealt  with.  They  unmistc 
ably  pointed  to  the  fact,  that  the  defendant  had 
claimed  to  have  some  interest  in  or  right  to  control  1 
property  his  vendee  proposed  to  sell,  notwithstandi 
the  recitals  in  the  bill  of  sale,  the  assurances  the  pla 
tiff  received,  and  the  evidence  the  defendant  had  p 
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viondy  given.  And  the  plaintiff  should  have  applied 
to  the  defendant  for  the  information  which  these  cir- 
cumstances admonished  him  might  be  given,  if  he  had 
designed  to  follow  the  dictates  of  reasonable  prudence, 
and  in  that  manner  to  guard  himself  against  loss  aris- 
ing out  of  the  purchase  of  another  person's  property. 
The  fact  that  he  failed  to  make  the  inquiry  tlie  defend- 
ant's possession  suggested  the  propriety  of,  is  sufficient 
to  render  him  responsible  for  all  the  information  which 
8u.ch  an  inquiry  would  have  secured.  And  that  affects 
tli€  title  he  acquired  with  all  the  infirmities  it  had  in 
the  hands  of  the  man  from  whom  he  obtained  it  (Wil- 
liamson V.  Brown,  16  If.  JT.,  354  ;  Grimatone  v.  Carter, 
3  J'aigcj  421 ;  Reed  v.  Gannon,  50  H.  T.,  345 ;  Baker 
•.  Bliss,  30  Id.,  70). 

Under  this  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  title  he  stood 
Prt^cisely  where  his  assignee  did  before  the  assignment, 
folding  it  in  subordinatirm  to  the  defendant's  right  to 
^'^nul  the  sale  as  the  result  of  tlie  undue  influence  his 
^^torney  and  counsel  exercised  over  liim  in  procuring  it. 
The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  is  entirely 
'^ght  in  his  position  that  the  admissions  and  declara- 
tions of  Stevens  in  contravention  of  his  title  were  not 
5^ Omissible  as  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  action.     And 
''  a.iiy  of  the  oral  or  written  statements  made  by  him 
^'*^  received  during  the  trial  had  ihe  least  bearing  on 
'^^  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  referee,  the  judgment 
*^^^vild  necessarily  be  reversed. 

IBut  they  did  not,  for  they  were  mostly  on  immate- 

inquiries  having  no  influence  by  the  way  of  proof  on 

of  the  material  facts  in  the  case.    The  most  im- 


-.      '^tant  of  all  was  the  direction  or  suggestion  to  the  de- 
.^^^^ianthimself  that  he  should  return  to  Geneseo,  and 


met  his  counsel  the  e  to  have  the  assignment  set 
le  at  once  as  it  was  of  no  value  whatever,  as  he  had 
er  taken  possession  of  it.    The  only  fact  this  state- 
*^^3iit  had  any  tendency  to  prove  was  the  circumfctance 
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that  Stevens  or  the  plaintiff  never  took  possession 
the  property  sold.  And  that  was  in  no  way  disput 
in  the  case. 

It  was  not  pretended  by  any  one  that  either  Steve: 
or  the  plaintiff  ever  had  possession  of  the  property. 

On  the  contrary,  the  fact  was  beyond  dispute  t 
the  other  way. 

There  was  no  impropriety  in  excluding  what 
said  about  not  putting  the  bill  of  sale  upon  reco 
because  it  was  in  no  sense  a  security  while  it  stood  i 
the  hands  of  Stevens.    If  it  was  valid  in  his  hands 
all,  it  was  an  absolute  title.   As  it  cannot  be  maintaine* 
in  that  form,  there  could  be  no  materiality  in  an^ 
reason  suggested  for  not  putting  it  upon  record. 

The  referee  has  negatived  the  idea  that  it  mig 
have  been  designed  as  a  security,  for  that  reason  it  w 
not  such  an  instrument  as  the  law  required  or  allowed 
to  be  placed  upon  record. 

The  case  presents  no  ground  on  which  the  judgme 
can  be  properly  disturbed. 

It  should  therefore  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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STERNBERGER  agai7ist  McGOVERN. 
Court  of  Appeals  ;  February ,  1874. 

Reversing  4  Daly,  456. 

SPECIFIC    Performance.  —  Pecuniary   Award   in 

Lieu  of  Dower. — Pleading. — Joinder  of 

Legal  and  Equitable  Causes  of 

Action. — Dismissal  of 

Complaint. 


9eem$y  that  a  contract  by  which  A.  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  his 
^d  to  B.  for  a  specified  sum,  to  be  paid  in  part  by  B.'s  conveying 
«ther  land  to  A.,  and  B.  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  such  other  land 
to  A.,  for  a  specified  price  to  be  paid  by  A.*s  said  conveyance  to  B., 
is  an  agreement  for  an  exchange,  not  for  sales ;  and  if  one  party 
proves  unable  to  convey  title,  he  cannot  be  compelled  specifically  to- 
perform  as  to  his  purchase  of  the  other  parcel, 
hether  specific  performance  with  money  compensation  for  an  inr 
choate  right  of  dower,  can  be  awarded  in  case  of  an  exchange  of 
lands  as  well  as  in  case  of  a  purchase, — Queri/f 
^aintiffs  and  defendant  agreed  to  exchange  certain  parcels  of  real 
estate,  bat  the  defendant,  being  unable  to  fulfill  his  agreement  on 
account  of  the  refusal  of  his  wife  to  release  her  dower  (although 
be  in  good  faith  endeavored  to  induce  her  to  do  so), — Beldj  that 
the  defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to  give  a  deed  by  himself^ 
and  indemnify  tlie  plaintiff  against  his  wife's  contingent  right  of 
dower,  but  the  plaintifts  would  be  given  damages  for  the  breach  of 
the  contract. 

8  the  Code  of  Procedure  authorizes  the  uniting  in  the  same  com- 
plaint of  causes  of  action  both  legal  and  equitable  where  they 
arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  if  the  complaint  states  facts  giv- 
ing an  equitable  cause  of  action  and  also  a  legal  cause  of  action 
arising  out  of  the  same  transaction,  a  party  is  entitled  to  have  the 
issues  in  both  causes  tried,  if  necessary  to  obtain  his  rights,  and 
although  he  fail  to  make  out  a  case  for  purely  equitable  relief^ 

K.  B. — XT.— 17 
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yet  if  he  prove  facts  showing  a  legal  cause  of  action  his  coi 
plaint  should  not  be  dismissed,  but  money  damages  awarded  him. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  New  York  commo 
pleas  by  Mayer  Sternberger,  Simon  Sternberger  an 
Raphael  Buckman  against  Owen  McGovem,  for  th 
purpose  of  foreclosing  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  purchag 
money  claimed  to  be  due  on  a  sale  of  real  estate  in  th 
city  of  New  York.  The  facts  of  the  case  were  a 
follows : 

On  March  16,  1872,  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  82 
ecuted  a  written  instrument  by  which  the  plaintif 
agreed  to  sell  to  the  defendant  certain  land  situated  i 
Thompson -street  in  New  York  city,  "for  the  price  < 
one  hundred  and  twenty -five  thousand  dollars  pajabi 
as  follows  :"  twenty  thousand  dollars  by  the  assumj 
tion  by  the  purchaser  of  two  mortgages  on  the  premises 
sixty-four  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  by  a  dee 
from  the  defendant  and  his  wife  of  a  piece  of  land  s 
Mott  Haven  ''hereinafter  more  particularly  described,' 
and  the  balance,  forty  thousand  five  hundred  dollars 
by  the  bond  of  the  defendant  secured  by  a  mortgag 
on  the  Thompson-street  property.  By  the  same  instra 
ment  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs  th 
Mott  Haven  property  before  mentioned,  "at  the  pric 
or  consideration  of  eighty-two  thousand  five  hundrci 
dollars,"  of  which  eighteen  thousand  was  to  be  paid  b; 
the  assumption  by  them  of  a  mortgage  for  that  amounl 
and  the  balance  "  by  the  deed  hereinbefore  mentioned.' 
The  instrument  provided  a  time  and  place  at  which  th 
deeds  were  *'to  be  exchanged,"  and  provided  for  thei 
form  and  manner  of  execution.  By  a  subsequev 
mutual  agreement  in  writing  the  time  for  the  comph 

*  See  also  Hale  «.  Omaha  National  Bank,  49  if.  F.,  62G,  reyenin, 
88  N.  r.  Sujferior  Ct.  (1  Jom9  ds  S.\  40. 
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"tion  of  the  contract  was  changed  to  a  more  distant  day, 
snd  on  that  day,  and  at  the  appointed  place,  the  plain- 
'tiffs  had  ready  for  delivery  to  the  defendant  a  deed 
^uly  executed,  and  tendered  performance  of  the  agree- 
:inent  on  their  part.  The  defendant  did  not  attend  at 
"the  time  and  place  agreed  upon,  and  wholly  failed  to 
'perfonn  the  agreement  on  his  part.  The  defendant  was 
Tinable  to  make  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  he  had 
<K)ntracted  to  convey,  by  reason  of  his  wife's  refusal  to 
join  in  a  conveyance  thereof,  or  to  release  her  inchoate 
^ight  of  dower  therein,  although  he  in  good  faith  en- 
deavored to  induce  her  to  do  so.  This  fact  was  known 
to  the  plaintiffs  before  the  action  was  brought. 

The  complaint  treated  the  agreement  as  an  agree- 
sient  by  the  defendant  to  purchase  the  Thompson- 
street  property  for  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  thou- 
sand dollars,  and  plaintiffs  tender  as  passing  the  title 
to  the  defendant,  and  asked  that  it  should  be  sold 
"under  the  direction  of  the  court,  and  the  net  proceeds 
thereof  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  and  credited  upon  the 
amount  due  for  purchase  money,  and  that  they  might 
liave  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  one  hundred 
And  five  thousand  dollars  (the  amount  of  the  purchase 
Tnoney  less  the  mortgages  on  the  property),  and 
Snterest,  &c. 

The  common  pleas  at  special  term  sustained  the 
^iew  of  the  agreement  taken  by  the  complaint,  and  held 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  specific  perform- 
mnce  thereof,  and  to  insist  that  the  defendant  should 
accept  the  conveyance  tendered,  and  pay  the  considera- 
tion money  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
€*rty  for  the  payment  thereof,  and  ordered  a  reference  to 
compute  the  amount  due,  and  that  if  within  ten  days 
from  the  coming  in  and  confirmation  of  the  referee's  re- 
poil,  the  defendant  should  fail  to  pay  the  amount  re- 
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ported  due,  that  the  referee  should  sell  the  premises  at 
public  auction  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  be  sufficient 
for  the  payment  of  the  amount  due  from  the  defendant 
with  interest,  &c. 

On  appeal  from  the  judgment  entered  on  that  de- 
cision, the  court  at  general  term  held,  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  special  term,  that  the  agreement  was 
not  one  for  a  sale  of  land  but  for  an  exchange  ;  that  as 
the  plaintiffs  had  not  parted  with  the  possession  of  the 
property,  they  could  not  maintain  an  action  to  enforce 
a  vendor's  lien  for  the  price,  and  that,  as  the  inability 
of  the  defendant  to  perform  specifically  was  known  to 
the  plaintiffs  before  the  action  was  brought  (and  was 
stated  in  the  complaint),  there  was  no  case  presented 
for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  the  com- 
plaint should  have  been  dismissed  and  the  plaintiffs 
left  to  bring  an  action  at  law  for  damages  (see  the  case 
at  general  term,  reported  in  4  Daly^  466).  From  the 
judgment  entered  on  that  decision  this  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

Enerett  P.  Wheeler^  for  the  appellants. — I.  The 
judgment  of  the  special  term  was  correct.  1.  If  A. 
agrees  to  sell  to  B.,  and  B.  to  buy  of  A.,  any  specific 
property,  real  or  personal,  and  B.,  at  the  time  fixed  for 
the  completion  of  the  contract,  fails  to  perform,  A.  has 
the  right :  First,  to  retain  his  ownership  of  the  thing 
agreed  to  be  sold,  and  bring  an  action  for  damages 
paused  by  B.'s  non-performanct^  or.  Second,  to  hold 
for  B.'s  benefit  the  thing  agreed  to  be  sold,  and  to 
bring  an  action  against  him  for  the  price.  This  rule  is 
well  settled  as  to  personal  property  (see  3  Pars,  on 
Con.  209  ;  Bement  v.  Smith,  15  Wend.,  493).  As  to 
real  property  a  difficulty  was  at  first  raised,  owing  to 
some  supposed  embarrassment  from  the  doctrines  as  to 
the  transfer  of  title  to  real  estate.  But  the  courts 
finally  settled  the  reasonable  pnnciple,  that  the  effect 
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of  the  suit  for  the  price  following  the  tender  of  the 
deed  was  to  vest  the  title  to  the  land  in  the  grantee 
named  in  the  deed.  His  contract  to  accept  it,  followed 
by  the  election  of  the  vendor  to  insist  on  such  accept- 
ance, as  expressed  by  bringing  his  action  for  the  price, 
is  equivalent  to  an  actual  acceptance  (Eicliards  v. 
Edick,  17  Barb.,  260  ;  Franchot  v.  Leach,  5  Cow.,  506 ; 
Johnson  v.  Wygant,  11  Wend.,  48  ;  Shannon  v.  Com- 
stock,  21  Id.,  461;  Parker  v.  Parmele,  20  Johns. y 
130;'Alna  v.  Plummer,  4  Greenl.,  258).  This  is  an- 
alogous to  the  well  settled  rule  that  in  equity  the  ven- 
dee is  considered  as  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the 
vendor  before  conveyance  as  holding  the  legal  title  in 
trust  for  his  benefit.  The  vendee's  interest  therefore 
descends  to  his  heirs,  and  does  not  pass  to  his  executors 
(Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.,  398 ;  Havens  t>. 
Patterson,  43  N.  Y.,  218,  221).  2.  K,  under  the  con- 
tract, the  price  is  to  be  paid,  not  in  money,  but  in  some 
other  property,  or  if,  in  other  words,  the  contract  is  for 
an  exchange  of  one  piece  of  property  for  another,  the 
party  who  is  ready  and  willing  to  perform  on  his  part 
has  the  same  option  as  that  stated  under  the  first  rule. 

3.  In  the  latter  case  A.  recovers  the  value  of  the  piece 
of  property  which  B.  has  agreed  to  convey  to  him. 

4.  If  this  value  is  fixed  by  the  contract,  such  valuation 
is  at  least  prima  facie  the  measure  of  his  recovery 
(Thomas  v.  Dickinson,  12  N.  Y.,  364 ;  S.  C,  on  new 
trial,  23  Barb.,  431 ;  Johnson  v.  Hathorn,  2  Abb.  CL 
App.  Dec,  465  ;  S.  C,  3  Kepes,  126,  and  2  Id.,  476). 
6.  The  inability  of  B.  to  do  the  specific  thing  agreed 
to  be  done,  does  not  excuse  him.  This  elementary 
proposition  is  really  the  turning  point  of  the  case. 
The  defendant  agreed  to  pay  part  of  the  consideration 
money  by  conveying  the  Mott  Haven  property.  He 
agreed  that  his  wife  should  sign  the  deed.  He  is 
bound  by  this  contract.  True,  the  court  will  not  shut 
him  up  in  jail  for  non-performance.    But  it  will  require 
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him  to  pay  the  value  of  the  land  which  he  has  agreed 
to  convey.  "  Money  answereth  all  things."  For  the 
sake  of  public  policy,  coercion  upon  the  wife,  through 
the  husband,  will  not  be  employed.  But  the  inability 
of  the  husband  is  in  no  other  respect  a  defense  (Phelps 
X.  Pumpelly,  40  N.  F.,  59  ;  Chitty  Con.,  740  ;  McNeU 
t,  Reid,  5  Bing.^  68 ;  Worsley  v.  Wood,  6  Term  Rep.^ 
710  ;  see  also,  School  District  t).  Daucby,  25  Conn.^ 
530;  Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  25  N.  F.,  272).  6.  If  the 
payment  in  the  case  stated  in  the  second  rule  is  to  be 
made,  partly  by  the  conveyance  of  property  and  partly 
by  the  bond  or  note  of  B.,  and  he  neglect  or  refuse  to 
give  such  bond,  the  amount  for  which  such  bond  or 
note  was  to  be  given  becomes  payable  at  once  {Chitty 
Can,^  441 ;  3  Pars.  Con.^  211 ;  Hanna  x.  Mills,  21 
Wend,^  90).  7.  In  all  cases  where  the  vendor  retains 
possession  of  the  thing  sold,  he  has  a  lien  upon  it  for 
the  unpaid  purchase  money  (2  Slory  JSq.j  §  1216 ; 
Benj.  on  S.^  657).  The  doubt  arose  whether  equity 
would  follow  the  common  law,  which  terminated  the 
lien  when  the  vendor  delivered  possession  to  the  ven- 
dee. It  was  finally  decided  that  equity  would  recog- 
nize and  enforce  such  a  lien  where  land  was  the  subject 
matter  of  the  contract,  although  the  vendor  parted  with 
the  possession.  It  was  argued  below  that  no  such  lien 
exists  where  the  purchase  price  is  to  be  paid  in  land. 
The  true  doctrine  of  the  cases  on  the  subject  is  this : 
Where  the  vendor  has  accepted  securities  of  any 
description,  other  than  the  personal  obligation  of  the 
vendee,  in  payment  of  the  price,  the  lien  is  gone,  be- 
cause the  price  is  paid.  If  the  defendant  had  con- 
veyed the  Mott  Haven  property,  and  given  his  bond 
secured  by  mortgage  on  the  Thompson-street  property, 
he  would  have  paid  the  price.  For  any  failure  of  title 
to  the  Mott  Haven  property,  the  Sternbergers  would 
have  been  confined  to  their  remedy  on  the  defendant' s 
warranty.     But  the  land  has  not  been  conveyed.     The 
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T>ond  and  mortgage  have  not  been  given.  All  that  the 
"vendor  now  has  is  the  vendee's  personal  obligiition  to 
ysLj  the  purchase  money  ;  and  it  is  perfectly  well  settled 
iihat  this  does  not  discharge  the  lien  (2  Siory  JSq.^  § 
^226 ;  Suff.  Ven.  &  Pur.,  oh.  19,  §§  13,  16  [pp.  675, 
*76,  14  Eng.  ed.] ;  Winter  7).  Lord  Anson,  3  Russ., 
-488 ;  Garson  v.  Green,  1  Johns.  Ch.^  308 ;  Manly  v. 
Slason,  21  Vt,  271). 

II.    Should  the  court,  however,  be  of  opinion  that 
^he  plaintiffs  have  no  lien  in  this  case,  they  have  a  clear 
ght  to  judgment  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  as 
bown  by  the  cases  already  cited.     The  defendant,  by 
ping  into  the  trial  before  a  single  judge  witliout  de- 
:9nanding  a  jury  and  without  objection,  waived  a  jury 
^Greason  r.  Keteltas,  17  N.  Y.j  491 ;  Davis  v.  Morris, 
^36  Id.,  569  ;   Barlow  v.  Scott,  .24  Id.,  40;   Moffat  v. 
riMoffat,  10  Bosw.,  468,  492).     The  cases  cited  by  the 
efendant  hold,  that  where  the  plaintiff  neither  avers 
or  proves  facts  suflBcient  to  entitle  him  to  a  judgment  at 
w-,  the  judge  cannot  refer  the  case  to  enable  the  plain- 
to  prove  and  recover  damages.     They  hold  that  the 
remedy  in  such  case  is  not  within  the  scope  of 
case  made  bj^  the  complaint.     But  the  court  of 
held  unanimously,  in  Bradley  v.  Aldrich,  40 
T.J  504,  one  of  the  cases  cited  by  defendant,  that 
^'^^    plaintiff  might,  by  proper  averments  in  his  com- 
^'^-int,  unite  the  legal  and  equitable  causes  of  action, 
also,  Johnson  v.  Hathorn,  2  Abb.  Ot.  App.  Dec, 
-     In  such  a  case,  even  if  the  defendant  had  de- 
■^^ Tided  a  jury  trial,  and  this  had  been  improperly  de- 
,  he  is  not  entitled  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  but 
^^^3?^  to  have  the  case  sent  to  a  jury  to  be  tried  (Steven- 
^5^^    V.  Buxton,  37  Barb.,  13 ;  Genet  v.  Howland,  45 

^^^-y   673). 

III.  The  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  specific  per- 
^^^^Uaance  of  the  contract  of  the  defendant  to  convey  the 
^^^tt  Haven  property  so  far  as  he  could  do  so, — i.  e.. 
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to  a  conveyance  by  himself  and  compensatioQ  for  t> 
refusal  of  his  wife  to  join  in  the  deed  {Story  Eq.^ 
778,  779 ;  Harsha  ?).  Reid,  45  N.  T.,  415  ;  Waters  _ 
Ti-avis,  9  Johns,  ^  430  ;  Vorhees  n.  De  Meyer,  2  Bar^ 
37 ;  Fry  on  Spec.  Per/.,  §  209 ;  Story  Eq.,  %  736^ 
Wonall  V.  Munn,  5  N.  F.,  229  ;  White  o.  Schuyler-^ 
Abh.  Pr.  N.  S,,  300 ;  McCraa  v.  Purmort,  16  TT^wic: 
460  ;  In  re  Hunter,  1  Edw.  Ch.,  1 ;  Lobdell  v.  Lobde^ 
36  iV'.  r.,  327 ;  Sands  v.  Crooke,  46  Id.,  664  ;  Sto'm 
Eq.,  §  775 ;  Davis  v.  Hone,  2  Schools.  <£-  i.,  341 ;  Se^ 
mour  v.  Delancey,  3  Cow.,  445). 

T.  C.  T.  Buclcley,  for  respondent:—!.  Ko  case  t 
made  for  equitable  relief;  at  all  events,  to  the  extec 
asked  for.  1.  The  contract  not  having  been  executed 
the  court  will  not  decree  in  favor  of  a  lien  with  thi 
incident  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  unless  it  be  a  case  ii 
which  the  contract  would  be  decreed  to  be  specifically 
performed  (Clark  v.  Hall,  7  Paige,  385).  2.  The  agree 
ments  being  mutual,  and  the  defendant  being,  withou 
fault,  unable  to  convey  the  Mott  Haven  property  frei 
from  his  wife's  dower,  and  plaintiffs  being  unwilling  h 
take  it  with  that  incumbrance,  the  court  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion  would  not  compel  specific  performance 
where  that  would  involve  the  husband  in  the  necessitj 
of  procuring  his  wife's  release  of  dower,  under  th< 
penalty  of  being  mulcted  with  the  purchase  prici 
{Story  Eq.  Juris.,  §  731;  1  Sugd.  on  Vend.,  7  Am 
ed.,  232,  marg.  paging,  and  cases  cited ;  Hill,  o/ 
Vend.,  57).  3.  There  can  be  no  lien  except  where  the 
purchase  money  is  payable  in  cash,  as  tliat  term  ii 
understood  in  the  law  (Hoyt  v.  Van  Alstyne,  16  Barb., 
568;  see,  also,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.,  258).  4.  At  all 
events,  so  far  as  the  portion  of  the  contract  price  rep- 
resented by  the  Mott  Haven  property  is  concerned 
there  can  be  no  lien  (McKillip  v.  McKillip,  8  Barb.j 
652,  558;  Coit  v.  Fougera,  36  Id.,  195]  Hare  v.  Van 
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Deusen,  32  Id.^  95  ;  Arlin  v.  Brown,  44  N.  H.,  102  ; 
Chapman  «.  Beardsley,  31  Conn.^  115).  5.  It  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  now  no  better  claim  for  a  lien 
than  they  would  have,  in  case  the  defendant  had,  in 
fact,  taken  their  deed  of  the  Thompson- street  property 
and  had  failed  to  convey  in  exchange  the  Mott  Haven 
property,  and  to  execute  the  purchase-money  mort- 
gpge  as  agreed.  But  the  authorities  are  uniform  that 
a  vendor  who  takes,  or  agrees  to  take  in  payment, 
instead  of  cash,  chattels,  or  securities,  such  as  a  moit- 
frage  on  other  land,  or  a  mortgage  even  on  the  land 
sold,  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  security  of  his 
vendor's  lien  (Fish  v.  Howland,  1  Paige,  20,  30 ;  Coit 
V.  Fougera,  36  Barb.,  195 ;  Selby  v.  Stanley,  4  Min., 
65  ;  Baum  v.  Grigsby,  21  Cal.,  172 ;  Camden  v.  VaU, 
23  Id.,  633 ;  Mattix  v.  Wells,  18  Ind.,  141). 

Gboveb,  J.— The  different  conclusions  arrived  at 
^y  the  special  and  general  terms  arose  from  the  dif- 
ferent construction  of  the  contract  of  the  parties  which 
^'^8  respectively  adopted.     The  special  term  held  that 
^Q^  contract  of  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  and  convey  to  the 
^^fendant  the  Thompson-street  property  for  one  hun- 
r^^  and  twenty -five  thousand  dollars,  was  an  indepen- 
^^t  contract  not  affected^  by  that  part  relating  to  the 
T^^tt  Haven  property  otherwise  than  by  giving  the 
^^fendant  the  right  of  paying  a  part  of  the  one  huu- 
flT^  and  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  by  conveying 
j*f  Same  to  the  two  plaintiffs  at  the  price  specified.     If 
wii^  is  the  true  construction,  the  judgment  of  the  special 
^^^^  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a 
'^^cific  performance  as  to  the  Thompson- street  prop- 
^y^y^i  irrespective  of  the  ability  of  the  defendant  to  per- 
^^^^   that  part  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  Mott 
^"^en  property,  was  correct ;  and  the  only  remaining 
^^^festion  would  be  whether  the  mode  of  enforcing  per- 
^^nciance  of  this  contract  was  proper  under  the  facts  of 
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the.  case.  The  general  term  construed  the  contract 
entire,  in  substance ; — one  for  the  exchange  of  the  < 
property  for  the  other,  and  the  giving  the  bond  a 
mortgage  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  ■ 
Thompson-street  property,  as  the  mode  by  which  l 
estimated  excess  of  the  value  of  that  over  that  of  i 
Mott  Haven  property  was  to  be  adjusted.  If  this  is  i 
true  construction  it  is  obvious  that  a  specific  perfoi 
ance  of  the  contract  as  to  the  Thompson-street  pn 
erty  could  not  be  enforced  against  the  defendant,  wh 
he  was  unable  to  perform  as  to  the  Mott  Haven  pn 
erty.  In  other  words,  the  defendant  having,  by  this  a 
struction,  agreed  to  exchange  the  Mott  Haven  propei 
for  the  Thompson- street  property,  and  to  give  the  pla 
tiffs  a  mortgage  upon  the  latter  for  its  estimated  excess 
value  over  that  of  the  former, — ^and,  being  unable  log 
a  good  title  to  the  Mott  Haven  property,  or  such  title 
tho  plaintiffs  were  willing  to  accept, — could  not  be  co 
pelled  to  take  title  to  the  Thompson-street  proper 
and  pay  the  sum  in  cash  therefor  which  had  been 
serted  in  the  contract  as  its  price,  but  which  \vas 
serted  as  a  mode  of  arriving  at  the  difference  in  va] 
of  the  respective  properties. 

I  think  the  construction  adopted  by  the  gene 
term  was  the  one  that  was  intended  by  the  partit 
that  the  contract  was  one  for  an  exchange  ; — ^not  c 
binding  the  defendant  to  purchase  the  Thompsi 
street  property,  giving  him  an  option  to  pay  a  lai 
portion  of  the  purchase  money  by  conveying  the  M 
Haven  property  as  provided  by  the  contmct,  or  of  ps 
ing  that  portion  in  money  ;  and  binding  the  plaintffs 
purchase  the  Mott  Haven  property,  giving  them 
optirm  of  paying  therefor,  by  conveying  the  Tbon 
son-street  property,  or  in  cash  : — ^in  other  words,  no 
contract  binding  each  to  purchase  the  property  of  1 
other,  at  the  prices  named  in  the  contract,  but  bindi 
neither  to  sell  unless  he  chose.    The  language  of  t 
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contract  shows  that  this  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  By  that,  each  of  the  parties  expressly  agree  to 
sell  and  convey  their  respective  property  as  specified  in 
the  contract.     It  is  much  more  explicit  in  this  respect 
than  in  the  agreement  to  purchase  that  being  left  to  in- 
ference from  the  general  language  of  the  contract.    To 
construe  the  contract  as  requiring  each  to  purchase  at 
the  option  of  the  other,  but  requiring  neither  to  convey 
unless  he  chose  so  to  do,  would  wholly  defeat  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  and  yet  this  is  the  result  of  the 
constraction  adopted  by  the  special  term.   By  that,  the 
defendant  was  held  bound  to  take  the  Thompson-street 
property,  and  in  case  of  feilure  to  convey,  as  specified, 
the  Mott  Haven  property,  to  pay  the  sum  specified  as 
the  value  of  the  former  in  cash.     Under  this  construc- 
tion, the  plaintiffs,  if  unable  to  give  title  to  the  Thomp- 
son-street property,  might  have  been  compelled  to  take 
the  Mott  Haven  and  pay  cash  therefor.    As  above  re- 
marked, this  would  entirely  defeat  the  intention  of  the 
P^ies,  as  appears  from  the  language  of  the  entire  con- 
tract.   That  shows  that  the  object  was  to  exchange  the 
®Jie  property  for  the  other,  the  defendant  paying  the 
^'timated  excess  in  the  value  of  the  plaintiffs'  property 
to  them.     This  being  so,  the  contract  was  entire,  and  a 
*P^ific  performance  of  a  part  only  cannot  be  awarded. 
^^^  shows  that  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  was 
^'^neous. 

But  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  insists  that  as- 
®^^ing  this  to  be  the  true  construction,  he  was  entitled 
•p  a  specific  performance  of  the  entire  contract,  and 
*^t,  as  the  defendant  had  agreed  that  his  wife  should 
^'iite  in  the  conveyance  of  the  Mott  Haven  property 
®^  as  to  bar  her  right  of  dower,  and  it  appearing  that 
^t^^  refused  so  to  do,  he  was  entitled  to  a  conveyance 
T^Ui  the  -defendant  of  the  property,  and  to  have  de- 
^^cted  from  the  price  the  value  of  the  inchoate  right  of 
^^Wer.    No  such  claim  was  made  upon  the  trial,  but  if 
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the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  this  relief  they  can  < 
it  upon  a  new  trial.  The  question  must  therefc 
decided.  The  counsel  cites  numerous  authorities  i 
ing  that  where  a  vendor  is  unable  to  perform  the 
contmct,  the  purchaser  may,  if  he  chooses,  ei 
performance  of  that  part  which  the  vendor  can 
form,  and  recover  compensation  for  the  part  u 
form(»d.  I  have  examined  these,  and  find  th 
general  they  are  cases  where  there  is  a  failure  o: 
in  the  vendor  to  a  part  of  the  pronii&es  agreed 
conveyed,  and  where  a  propen  deduction  from  th( 
chase  price  can  be  ascertained  and  determined,  so 
do  complete  justice  between  the  parties  in  the 
before  the  court.  Where  this  cannot  be  substan 
done  it  is  obvious  that  specific  i>erformance  ougl 
to  be  decreed,  as  this  ahould  be  done  only  whei 
court  can  see  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  il 
Pet<jr8  V.  Delaplaine,  49  N.  Z.*,  302,— which  w 
action  for  specific  performance,  and  where  the  qu< 
was  whether  the  action  was  barred  by  the  stat 
limitations,  and  whether  the  n^ief  should  not  I 
nied  on  the  ground  of  delay  in  commencing  the  a 
which  was  attempted  to  be  excused  by  reason  < 
inability  of  the  defendant  to  procure  a  release  of  < 
from  his  wife  at  the  time  the  premises  should 
been  conveyed, — it  is  said,  page  368,  "The 
could  not  have  compelled  the  purchaser  to  i 
such  defective  title  with  indemnity  for  the  ii 
brance,  but  the  latter  had  an  option  to  accept  it  c 
upon  his  action  for  damages.  He  could  have  br 
his  action  for  specific  performance  at  once,  and 
such.judgment  as  would  have  secured  to  him  tl 
benefit  of  his  contract,  and  the  property  for  whi 
contracted  for.'-  Citing  several  authorities, 
follows  shows  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned ; 
the  vendor  in  such  a  case  would  be  compelled  t 
vey,  and  in  some  form  not  specified  indemnify  th 
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*haser  against  the  contingent  rights  of  dower  of  the 
^ift*.  In  Woodbury  v.  Liiddy,  14  AUen^  1,  it  wtis 
^Id,  that  the  purchaser  might,  in  such  a  case,  corn- 
el the  vendor  to  convey  with  a  deduction  from  the 
rice  of  the  fair  value  of  the  inchoate  right  of  dower 
^  his  wife  who  refused  to  release  the  same,  but  that 
ich  deduction  was  not  the  difference  in  the  market 
ilue  of  the  property  with  a  perfect  title  and  its  value 
ibject  to  such  right,  and  that  the  value  of  this  right 
loold  be  determined  by  the  tables  of  mortality.  In 
avis  t.  Parker,  Id.^  94,  a  similar  judgment  was  given. 
he  point  was  not  directly  involved  in  Peters  v.  Dela- 
Laine,  supra^  nor  have  I  found  any  case  in  this  State 
I  which  it  has  been  determined  in  an  action  for  a 
pecific  performance,  that  a  purchaser  may  compel  a 
pndor,  unable  to  procure  his  wife  to  release  her 
ower,  to  convey  subject  to  such  right,  and  abate  from 
tie  price  such  a  sum  as  the  court  determined  was  its 
alue.  But  be  this  as  it  may  the  application  of  the 
octrine  in  this  case  would  work  injustice.  Here  the 
•arties  have  agreed  to  exchange  in  substance  one 
aixjel  of  real  estate  for  another,  and  contracted  for 
Je  payment  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the 
'timated  excess  in  value  of  their  parcel  by  giving  a 
"cond  mortgage  thereon  payable  in  future,  the  value 
aced  upon  each  parcel  not  being  its  estimated  casli 
Ine  but  its  relative  value  with  the  other  parcel,  no 
8h  payable  by  either.  Under  such  a  contract,  to  re- 
hire the  defendant  to  convey  the  Mott  Haven  property 
the  plaintiffs,  and  pay  such  compensation  as  the 
Urt  should  determine  its  market  value  was  impaired 
the  outstanding  inchoate  right  of  dower,  or  such 
na  as  the  real  value  of  such  right,  ascertained  by  the 
Wes  of  mortality,  would  be  harsh  and  oppressive, 
•^defendant  never  made  a  contract  to  do  this.  To 
^Jge  him  with  the  d^'fference  in  the  market  value 
^^Id  be  unjust,  as  it  is  obvious  that  this  incumbrance 
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upon  the  title  would  impair  that  to  a  much  greater  es 
tent  than  the  real  value  of  the  right.  To  compel  hia 
in  effect  to  purcliase  the  right  by  paying  the  plaintS 
therefor  its  value  determined  by  the  table?  of  survivor 
ship  and  mortalitj%  would  in  a  case  like  this  beunjn^ 
He,  as  we  have  seen,  contracted  for  an  exchange  of  t: 
property  for  that  of  the  plaintiff.  Under  such  a  cc^ 
tract  he  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  take  the  risk 
the  loss  to  which  the  application  of  those  tables  totT: 
particular  case  might  subject  him.  Those  tables,  wbti 
applied  to  a  great  number  of  cases,  will  in  the  aggr^^ 
show  correct  results.  H(»nce  they  may  be  used  by  15 
insurance  companies  with  safety  in  fixing  their  rat^ 
and  are  resorted  to  by  courts  when  the  probable  dtxT 
tion  of  life  must  be  determined  in  adjusting  the  rig^ 
of  parties.  But  to  determine  the  value  of  the  incU^^ 
right  of  dower  in  this  way  for  the  purpose  of  enf^ 
ing  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  • 
change  of  real  estate  with  compensation,  would  be  ^ 
sustained  by  precedent  or  sound  principle.  My  ^ 
elusion  therefore  is  that  upon  the  facts  found  by 
special  term  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  speC^ 
performance  of  the  contract  or  any  part  of  it.  C3 
plaintiff  must  resort  to  his  legal  rem^y  for  the  d^ 
ages,  if  any,  that  he  has  sustained  from  the  defendai^ 
breach  of  the  contract.  The  remaining  question 
whether  the  general  term  ought  not  to  have  ordered 
new  trial  instead  of  giving  final  judgment  dismissil 
the  complaint.  It  appears  from  the  opinions  that  tl 
latter  course  was  adopted  for  the  reason  that  it  a; 
peared  upon  the  trial  that  the  plaintiffs  were  aware,  j 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  that  tl 
defendant  could  not  perform  the  contract,  and  that  i 
such  a  case  equity  would  not  retain  the  suit  for  tl 
purpose  of  awarding  damages  which  could  be  recovere 
in  an  action  at  law.  This  was  the  rule  prior  to  th 
adoption  of  the  Code  (Morse  v.  Elmendorf,  11  Paigi 
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277).    But  the  Code  authorizes  the  uniting  in  the  com- 
plaint of  causes  of  action  both  legal  and  equitable 
arising  out  of  the  same  transaction  (Bradley  v.  Aldrich, 
40i\r.  F.,  504,  612).    The  facts  constituting  these  causes 
of  action  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint.     The  court 
held  in  that  case  that  no  facts  constituting  a  legal  cause 
of  action  were  stated  in  the  complaint,  and  that  as  the 
plaintiff  failed  to  prove  the  equitable  cause  of  action 
stated,  the  complaint  was  properiy  dismissed. 

This  shows  that  where  the  complaint  states  facts  giv- 
ing an  equitable  cause  of  action,  and  also  a  legal  cause 
of  action  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction,  the  party 
is  entitled  to  have  both  tried  if  necessary  to  obtain  his 
rights.    That  is  this  case.    The  complaint  si^ts  ont  the 
contract,  and  alleges  a  tender  of  performance  by  the 
plaintiff  and  a  breach  by  the  defendant,  and  demands 
judgment  for  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars,  and  other  relief.     True,  he  demands  equitable 
relief  based  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
specific  performance ^of  that  part  of  the  contract  relat- 
ing to  the  Thompson-street  property.     He  uiiled  in 
slio^ving  a  right  to  this.     He  then  had  a  right  to  a  trial 
of  his  claim  for  damages  sustained  by  the  breacli.   True, 
tile  mode  of  trial  may  be  different.     The  foiint»r  must 
*^e  tried  by  the  court  or  a  referee  unless  some  question 
or  questions  of  fact  involved  are  ordered  by  the  court 
to   be  tried  by  jury.    Either  party  has  the  right  to  a 
J^^ry  trial  of  the  latter.    This  creates  no  practical  dif- 
^^ulty.     The  one  issue  may  be  tried  by  the  court  and 
^'\^  other  by  jury  if  the  ends  of  justice  require  the 
^'^^l  of  both,  or  both  may  be  tried  by  the  court  or  a 
^^'eree  if  the  parties  so  desire.     The  judgment  of  the 
^'^^eral  and  special  terms  must  be  reversed  and  a  new 
^^^1  ordered,  costs  to  abide  event. 


^OLGKR  and  A.  S.  Johnson,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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Allen,  J.,  concurred  in  the  result,  in  view  of  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  without,  however, 
passing  upon  the  question  whether  specific  perform- 
ance with  money  compensation  for  inchoate  right  of 
dower  may  not  be  awarded  in  cases  of  exchange,  as 
well  as  upon  a  contract  for  the  purchase,  of  real  prop- 
erty. 

CuuRCii,  Ch.  J.,  and  Andrews,  J.,  expressed  no 
opinion  ;  Rapallo,  J.,  absent 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered ;  coatB 
to  abide  event. 


ADRIENCE  against  LAGRAVE. 

Supreme  Courts  tirst  District ;  Special  Terviy  March^ 

1874. 

^  BREST. — Service  of  Process.— Fraud  in  Bringing 
Defendant  Within  Jurisdiction. 

Where  a  person  is  brought  by  fraud  "within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  creditors  who  did  not  participate  in  the  fraud,  may  serve 
summons  upon  him,  and  in  the  action  thus  instituted,  may  resort  to 
all  the  auxiliary  remedies  which  the  law  gives,  — e.  g,^  arrest. 

The  presumption  being  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  if  the 
creditor  who  effects  such  arrest  explicitly  denies  in  his  affidavit 
that  he  was  a  party  to  the  arrangement  by  "which  defendant  was 
wrongfully  brought  within  the  jurisdiction,  the  defendant's  motion 
to  set  aside  the  arrest  should  be  denied. 

In  two  actions— one  by  James  B.  Adrience,  and 
others,  and  the  other  by  Herman  Bacharch,  and  othersi 
against  Alfred  E.  Lagrave,  the  defendant  moved  to  set 
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^^>^<i€i  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint",  and 
to  ^vacate  the  orders  of  arrest,  which  had  been  granted.* 

'Aarles  W.  Brooke,  for  the  motion. 


K  If.  Porter  &  L.  A.  Oould,  for  plaintiff,  opposed. 
\  1-  A  general  appearance  waives  all  objections  to 
J^*i*isdiction,  and  to  defects  in  process,  and  service  even 
siioli  as  would  otherwise  be  fatal  (Pixley  v.  Winchell, 
'  ^^o?©.,  366).  Where  a  defendant  appears,  though  the 
P**^oess  be  void,  and  he  is  ignorant  of  the  fact,  at  the 
t*tint*of  his  appearance,  yet  the  court  will  not  after- 
^'^''iJ^i'ds  set  that  or  the  subsequent  proceedings  aside 
^^Qppernoll  v.  Ketcham,  56  Barb.^  113).  The  service 
^"^  ^n  order  of  arrest,  when  defendant  is  exempt  from 
^^'^^"^st,  cannot  be  set  aside  if  defendant  does  any  act 
^^^^^ards  an  acceptance  or  appearance  (Petrie  v.  Fitz- 
^i-ald,  1  Daly,  405  \  Ballouhey  v,  Cadot,  3  Abb.  Pr. 
fV"-  ^.,  122  ;  Dix  v.  Palmer,  5  IIou).  Pr.,  233  ;  Flynn  v. 
^^^cJson  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Id.,  309 ;  Webb  v.  Mott,  Id., 
43o  ,  ^Y\en  v.  Malcolm,  12  Abb.  Pr.  iT.  S.  335 ;  Murray 
^-  -  Vanderbilt,  39  Barb.,  140). 

II.  The  defendant  has  appeared  in  tliese  actions  gene- 
^^^^y.  He  has  so  appeared  by  indorsements  and  si^ 
^^tvires  of  his  attorney,  generally,  and  by  putting  in 
^^<i  serving  notice  of  justification  of  bail  in  each  of  the 
?^^tions  (Baxter  v.  Conklin,  9  How.  Pr.,  445 ;  Dole  ?). 
^'^^Xilyjll  Id.,  138 ;  Kelsy  v.  Covert,  15  Id.,  92  ;  Ayres 
2*  "VVestem  R.  R.  Co.,  48  Barb.,  133;  Quin  v.  Tilton^ 
-^>uer,  648  ;  Quick  v.  Merrill,  3  Cat.,  132  ;  McKensler 
^*  ^an  Zandt,  1  Wend.,  13 ;  Cooley  v.  Lawrence,  12 
^^^^.  Pr.,  176 ;  also  cases  cited  supra). 

Xn.  The  defendant  avers  on  information  and  belitf 

^^,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  something  to  do  with  his 

-i  rig  brought  back  to  this  country ;  this  they  positively 

fully  deny.    The  burden  of  proving  any  8U(;h 


,  Thfi  facts  fully  appeur  in  our  report  of  somewhat  similar  procccd- 

'^ir*^  in  Lagrave's  case,  in  14  AVb.  Pr.  N.  8^  883,  234. 


H.  B.--XV. — 18 
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frand  against  the  plaintiffs  lies  upon  the  defendai 
who  asserts  it ;  he  has  wholly  failed  to  prove  it  (Henr 
V.  Henry,  8  Barb.,  588). 

IV.  The  defendant  was  brought  into  this  State,  a 
the  papers  show,  as  a  fagitive  from  justice,  upon  a  crimi 
nal  charge,  from  which  tbe  order  of  Judge  Panche, 
does  not  discharge  him.  An  order  of  arrest,  issue? 
against  him  after  he  is  so  brought  within  the  jurL 
diction  of  th9  court,  will  not  he  set  aside  (Williams 
Bacon,  10  Wend.,  636). 

V.  The  language  used  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Ji-j 
tice  Daniels,  relied  on  by  the  defendant,  was  wholB 
obiter.  Without  any  act  or  default  whatever  onth^ 
part,  how  can  it  be  pretended  that  the  defendant  m^" 
escap?  the  just  and  legal  consequences  of  a  frai 
against  tliem,  because  other  parties  have  commit^ 
a  fraud  against  him  ?  It  is  not  denied  that  plaint^ 
have  a  cause  of  action,  and  they  are  th«*refore  entiti 
to  arrest.  If  fraud  brought  the  delendant  witliin  r€?^ 
of  his  own  victims,  and  enabled  them  to  seize  his  "p 
son,  his  remedy  is  against  the  parties  who  enticed  IJ^ 

VI.  But  it  appears  that  when  the  orders  of  ar^ 
were  issued  in  these  actions,  the  defendant  had  \y^ 
long  discharged  from  custody  under  the  alleged  ttVL  ^ 
ulent  orders  of  arrest,  and  was  at  liberty,  so  far  as  t  J 
were  concerned,  to  return  to  France.  He  failed  to 
so  ;  the  plaintiffs,  upon  just  grounds,  and  finding  % 
here,  like  any  fraudulent  debtor,  took  the  measd 
provided  by  law  against  him. 

Lawrence,  J. — The  defendants,  at  the  time  theses 
mons  and  complaint,  and  orders  of  arrest,  in  tlp> 
actions  were  served  upon  him,  was  within  this  St0 
and,  therefore,  presumptively  subject  to  the  pro<^ 
and  orders  of  this  court.  To  sustain  the  claim  that  ^ 
defendant  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  '< 
summons  and  complaint  and  orders  of  arrest^  Bubj  * 
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to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  it  is  alleged  by  the 
defendant  in  his  moving  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiffs  in 
t.he8e  actions  were  parties  to  the  alleged  fraudulent 
^•■xangement  or  conspiracy  between  one  James  Mooney 
various  creditors  of  thje  defendant,  in  pursuance 
which,  the  defendant  was  kidnapped  in  Prance,  by 
>ney,  and,  by  a  requisition  on  a  criminal  charge,  ex- 
tradited to  this  State  ;  that  the  design  of  bringing  him 
'^^tliin  the  jurisdiction  was  in  order  to  arrest  and  hold 
^ixn  to  bail  in  civil  actions. 

So  far  as  these  creditors  of  the  defendant,  who  are 
T>n.i-ties  to  such  arrangement,  are  concerned,  this  court 
^51-s  already  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be 
discharged  from,  arrest  in  suits  brought  by  such  credi- 
on  the  ground  that  an  arrest  procured  by  a  trick 
fraud  is  illegal  (See  Lagrave' s  case,  14  Abb,  Pr.  N.  S.^ 
S  and  cases  cited  in  opinion  of  Fancher,  J). 
In  these  cases,  however,  the  allegations  in  the  de- 
«?Tidant's  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  concerned 
^^»  or  parties  to  the  trick  or  device  by  which  the 
^^fendant  was  transported  from  France  to  this  State, 
^^^^  flatly  denied,  and  it  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that 
th^  defendant  cannot,  as  against  these  plaintiffs,  claim 
*liat  his  person  had  been  wrongfully  brought  within 
th.e  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

In  the  case  of  this  defendant,  Judge  Davis  held  that 

^  cpeditor  who  has  not  participated   in  the  wrongful 

T>**oceedings    against    the  defendant,    might   lawfully 

s^x^e  him  Vi,ith  a  summons  in  a  civil  action  (Lagrave' s 

J,  14  Abb.  Pr.  I/'.  S.,  314). 

I  see  no  good  reason  why,  if  such  a  creditor  can 
^  the  defendant  with  a  summons,  and  thus  institute 
^  civil  action  against  him,  he  is  not  entitled  to  resort  to 
?*U  the  remedies  which  the  law  gives  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
^"^cidental  or  auxiliary  to  such  action.  If  the  defend* 
^^t  ig  subject  to  the  process  of  the  court  for  the  pur* 
I^^^^e  of  commencing  the  action,   it  seems  to  me  con- 
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clusively  to  follow,  that  he  is  amenable  to  all  orders 
and  processes  which  may  naturally  arise  and  grow  ont 
of  such  action.  It  being,  therefore,  denied  by  the 
plaintiffs,  that  they  were  parties  to  the  arrangement  by 
which  the  defendant  was  wrongfully  brought  within  the 
territory  of  this  State,  and  the  presumption  being  in 
favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  it  being  also 
incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  establish  afBrmatiyely 
that  he  was  not  within  nor  subject  to  such  jurisdiction 
at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  and  of  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons  and  complaint^  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  these 
motions  should  be  denied. 

Motions  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  in  each  case. 


FARMERS'   BANK  OP  FAYETTEVILLE  agaiiift 

HALE. 

Supreme  Courts  Fourth  Department;  General  Term^ 

March,  1874. 

Usury. — Penalty. — Forfeiture  of   Interest. — Iir- 

CONSISTENT  STATUTES. 

By  the  act  of  1870  (1  Lam  of  1870,  eh,^  163,  7  EHm.  Stat.,  663),  the 
usury  law  of  this  State  is  in  effect  repealed  as  to  State  banks  organ- 
ized under  the  banking  law  of  1888. 

The  usury  law  (1  H,  8.  772,  §  5),  declared  that  all  securitiea,  Ac-.^ 
whereon  there  should  be  reserved  a  gretLter  rate  of  interest  than  that 
above  described  [7  per  cent.]  should  be  void.  The  act  of  1870,  as  to 
banking  associations,  provided  that  they  might  take  seven  per  cent. 
in  advance,  and  declared  that  their  knowingly  receiving  a  greater 
rate  should  be  held  and  adjudged  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire  rate  of 
interest  ;  and  repealed  all  inconsistent  provisions.  Hdd,  that  the 
forfeiture  of  the  whole  debt  was  inconsistent  with  the  forfeiture  of 
interest  merely,  and  was  repealled  thereby  in  respect  to  rach  iMuiks 
as  lenders. 
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■•c^fa  a  bank,  by  *  receiving  more  than  seven  per  cent,  interest,  only 
forfeits  the  entire  interest,  and  may  recover  the  principal. 

Tlaintiffs  sued    Mark  Hale,   as    the  maker,    and 
Cass,   as  the  indorser  of  a  promissoiy  note 

one  thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  pay- 
«at  the  plaintiflTs  bank.    The  note  was  dated  Oc- 

r  18,  1872,  and  payable  one  month  after  date. 

The  plaintiffs  were  an  association  organized  under 

general  banking  law  of  this  State,  enacted  in  1838, 
The  parties  agreed  upon,   and  submitted   to   the 

rt  the  following  facts.    That  Cass  had  been  duly 

ged  as  indorser,  and  both   the  defendants  were 
^i^^fcle  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  unless 

note  was  void  for  usury. 

The  note  was  an  accommodation  note  indorsed  by 
,  without  consideration,  and  Hale,  the  maker,  ob- 
xied  from  i)laintiffs  a  loan  thereupon,    on    usury, 
:mely :  The  sum  of  thirteen  dollars  and  fifty  cents, 
addition  to  legal  interest,  the  payment  of  which  was 
^osed  by  the  plaintiffs  on  Hale,  as  the  condition  of 
^  *^  ^ir  making  the  loan  or  discount. 

At  circuit,  judgment  was  given  for  plaintiffs  for  the 

ount  of  the  loan  and  costs,  for  the  reasons  assigned 
^he  following  opinion. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Ly man  &  James ^  for  defendants,  appellants. — I.  The 
has  not  made  any  distinction  between  this  and 

er  defenses,  and  the  court  can  make  none  (Catlin  n. 

ater,  11 N.  T.  [1  Kern.\  375  ;  Potter's  Dwarris,  148, 
note  2,  same  page ;  Sedg.  Cons,  and  Slat  Law^ 

1, 337).     Hence,  there  is  no  reason  for  leaning  toward 

construction  which  repeals  the  usury  law. 

II.  The  rate  allowed  to  be  taken  in  advance  by 
^king  associations  was  six  per  cent.  (2  Rev,  Slat.,  536, 

*,  5ed.)    When  not  taken  in  advance,  seven  per  cent. 
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(3  liev.  Stat,  72,  §§  1,  2,  5  ed.).  If  such  associattiona 
charged  a  greater  rate,  the  debt  was  rendered  void  (3 
Jiev.  Stat. J  73,  §  6,  5  ed. ;  Bank  of  Salina  v.  Alvord, 
iil  N.  Y.,  473).  In  addition  the  person  leceiving  the 
same  was  liable  in  an  action  to  refund  the  amount  taken 
in  excess  of  lawful  rate,  if  brought  within  one  year  (S 
jReo.  Slat^  72,  §  3,  6  ed.).  The  changes  effected  bj 
Laws  o/'1870,  ch.  163,  allow  State  banks  to  charge  in 
advance  at  seven  per  cent.  One  paying  in  excess  maj 
recover  back  twice  the  amount  of  interest  paid,  if  thi 
action  is  brought  within  two  years  {Laws  of  1870,  ch. 
1G3,  §  1).  Thus  section  98,  2  Rei.  Stat,  535,  5  ed..  Si 
made  to  read :  Banking  associations  may  charge  and 
receive  seven  per  cent,  in  advance  on  loans  of  money  ; 
and  section  3,  3  lieo.  Stat,  72,  to  read:  If  a  greatei 
rate  is  charged  and  received,  tho  person  paying  th< 
same  may  recover  back  twice  the  amount  of  interest 
paid  if  the  action  is  brought  within  two  years.  AncI 
section  5,  3  Bev.  Stat,  73,  5  ed.,  making  void  the  debl 
if  a  greater  rate  is  charged,  remains  unchanged  and 
still  in  force,  by  Laws  of  1870,  ch.  163.  But  it  if 
claimed  by  the  respondent  tliat  Laws  of  1870,  ch.  163, 
repeals  sections  3  and  6,  3  Rev.  Stat,  72,  73,  and  sec- 
tion 98,  2  Rev.  Stat,  535,  5  ed.  The  appellants  admit 
that  the  act  of  1870  repeals  section  98,  and  that  it  mod 
ifies  section  3  so  far  as  it  relates  to  State  banking  asso- 
ciations, but  claim  that  it  does  not  repeal  section  6. 
This  leads  us  to  an  examination  of  the  respective  stat- 
utes, and  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  them.  The 
first  question  that  arises  is  :  What,  if  any,  is  the  inteni 
of  the  legislature  as  expressed  in  tho  statute  of  1870, 
chapter  163.  The  intent  is  expressed  in  section  2  oj 
the  act,  where  it  is  "declared  that  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  act  is  to  place  the  banking  associations 
organized  and  doing  business  as  aforesaid  (under  the 
act  of  1838),  on  an  equality  in  the  particulars  in  thie 
act  referred  to,  with    the    national  banks  organized 
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er  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  or  approved  June  3, 

1 5^04."  Section  30  in  the  national  banking  act  is  referred 

^hich  allows  banks  to  charge  seven  per  cent,  in  ad- 

ice,  and  if  excessive  interest  is  charfred,  twice  the 

ount  may  be  recoved  back  if  the  action  is  brought 

i  trliin  two  years,  and  the  two  sections  of  th^  respective 

ts  are  substantially  alike  (13  U.  S.  Slat,  at  Z.,  9,  § 

^  Laws  0/1870,  ch.  163,  §  1).     The  legislative  intent 

in  section  2  must  contjol  in  construing  this 

tute  (Holmes  v.  Carley,  31  JV,  F.,  290,  and  cases 

pit^d;  Potter's  Dwarris  Stat,  175,  110,  179,  181,  182, 

144;.  VatteVs  Rules,  No.  27;  United  States  v. 

Imer,  3  Wheat.,  631 ;  Story  Con.  of  L.,  10 ;  1  Kent 

-3».,  461  ;  Ogden  v.  Strong,  2  Paine,  584).     The  in- 

t  of  the  legislature  is  expressed  in  section  2.  chapter 

,  which  says,  '*It  is  hereby  declared  that  the  true 

^sent  and  meaning  of  this  act  is  to  place  banking  as- 

^^><3iations  organized,  &c,,  on  an  equality  in  the  par- 

vlars  in  this  act  referred  to  with  the  national  banks." 

e  "particulars  in  that  act  referred  to,"  are  allowing 

te  banks  to  charge  and  receive  on  loans  of  money 

en  i)er  cent,  in  advance,  instead  of  six  per  cent. 

t  if  an  excess  of  interest  was  charged,  &c.,  the  per- 

^  paying  the  same  might  recover  back  twice  the 

ount  of  interest  paid,  instead  of  the  amount  paid  in 

cess  of  six  per  cent.,  and  that  the  action  therefor 

ight  be  brought  within  two  years  instead  of  one  year. 

e  legislature  having  declared  the  intent,  the  act  does 

^^t  repeal  in  express  terms  section  5,  3  Rev.  Stat,  73, 

aking  void  the  debt  if  excessive  interest  is  charged ; 

'^d  hence  section  5  is  not  repealed  unless  by  unplica- 

^"^on^  which  is  not  favored  in  law  {Sedg.  Cons,  and 

^^^t  Law,  127,  and  cases  cited  ;  Potter  Dwarris  on 

^iat,  154 ;  Theriat  v.  Hart,  2  Hill,  380,  and  note ; 

VVilliams  v.  Potter,  2  Barb.,  316,  320).    A  mere  change 

^f  phraseology  will  not  alter  the  law  (Theriat  v.  Hart, 

<thove;  Matter  of  Brown,  21  Wend.,  316,  319  ;  Potter's 
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I>waTTu  ov  Slat.^  181 ;  Williams  v.  Pritchard,  4  Ter\ 
}i.,  2,  4 ;  WUliams  v.  Williams,  8  N.  Y.  [4  Seld.\  68! 
63iJ).  Here  the  expressed  intent  was,  not  to  repeal  tl 
former  statute  in  loto^  but  to  place  State  banks  "on  a 
equality  in  the  particulars  in  this  act  referred  to  wit 
the  national  banks,'*  &c.  All  acts  in  pari  materi 
are  to  be  taken  together  as  if  they  were  one  la 
(Potter's  D warns  on  Stat.  189,  and  note  9  ;  1  Kei 
Com.  463,  464,  orig.  page).  The  cause  or  reason  i 
enaciing  the  statute  of  1870  was  this :  Kational  bani 
were  allowed  to  charge  seven  per  cent,  interest  in  ac 
vance  on  loans  of  money,  and  Statci  banks  only  six  p 
cent.,  making  a  diflerence  of  one  per  cent,  in  favor  < 
the  national  banks,  and  to  allow  State  banks  to  •chaiyi 
seven  per  cent  interest  in  advance,  and  thus  gain  oi 
per  cent,  on  the  loans,  was  the  reason  or  causii  of  pasi 
ing  the  act  of  1870.  And  this  is  a  safe  rule  for  cor 
Btruction  {Sedg.  Cons,  and  Stat.  Law.  239,  Potter 
Dwarris  on  Stat.^  186  i^.  188/1  Kent  Com.^  462,  orh 
page;  Holmes  r.  Carley,  31 N.  F.,  290,  and  cases  cited 
Atihe  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1870^  bankei 
generally  supposed  that  national  banks  were  free  froi 
the  0])erations  of  our  State  usury  laws  ;  although  tl 
courts  and  the  bar  who  had  examined  the  act  of  Coi 
gress,  section  30,  act  June  3,  1864(13  Stat,  at  Large^  9^ 
expressed  dfflFerent  opinions  in  regard  to  it.  Th 
question  how  far  national  banks  were  controlled  b 
State  laws  was  then  before  the  courts,  and  received  a 
elaborate  review  in  The  National  Bank  n.  Connor, 
Wall.  362).  But  section  30  of  the  act  prescribin 
the  rates  of  interest  for  banks  formed  thereunder,  ha 
not  then  come  before  the  courts  for  them  to  determit 
whether  they  were  free  from  the  penalties  of  State  usor, 
laws.  But  whether  national  banks  were  or  were  n< 
free  from  the  penalties  of  State  usury  laws,  was  not  < 
so  much  importance  and  anxiety  to  State  banks,  as  tt 
fact  that  those  banks  were  allowed  to  charge  and  receiv 
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per  cent,  interest  in  advance  more  than  the  State 
allowed  State  banks  to  do.     It  was  not  so  much 
penalty  that  the  State  banks  wished  to  escape,   as 
it   ^was  that  they  might  be  allowed  to  add  the  one  per 
.  additional  interest  in  advance  on  their  loans.     It 
8  the  one  per  cent,  additional  interest  the  State  banks 
after.     And  because  the  legislature  allowed  these 
8  to  charge  the  much  coveted  one  per  cent,  addi- 
nal  interest  in  advance,  they  now  ask  this  court  to 
y  the  legislature  theieby  repealed  all  the  former  pro- 
1  sions  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  usury,  so  far  as  the 
We  relates  to  these  soulless   banking    institutions. 
€re  is  no  reason  for  giving  this  statute  of  1870  such  a 
liberal  construction  in  favor  of  banking  associations, 
^nd   construing  them   so  strictly  against  individuals. 
Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1870,  section    30  of 
*^©  national  banking  act   of  June  3,  1864,  has  be?n 
^foie  the  courts  for  adjudication,  and  it  was  held  that 
they   were  not  free  from  the  penalties  of  Stale  laws 
(Pirst  Nat.  Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  Lamb,  50  ]\r.  T.,  95  ;  In 
^^    matter  of  Wild,  U.  S.  Circuit  Court,  Woodruff, 
*'•>   8  Albany  Law  Journal^  235,  236).     And  from  this 
'^ct  it  may  be  urged  that  had  this  decision  been  made 
P^or  to  1870,  that  statute  w^ould  not  have  been  passed. 
V^^t  does  not  follow.     If  the  State  banks  under  those 
^*^onmstances  could  have  induced  the  legir^lature  to 
'^'^^t  them  the  right  to  charge  seven  per  cent,  in  ad- 
J^ri<*e  instead  of  six,  they  would  have  been  willing  that 
on  3,  3  Hed.  Stat.,  72,  should  have  been  changed 
Ihat  the  party  paying  excessive  interest  could  re- 
^^^^r  back  twice  the  amount  within  two  years,  instead 
^^  amount  in  excess  of  the  legal  rate  in  a  year.     But 
.    *^^ther  they  would  or  would   not  have  asked   the 
^Si^lature  to  pass  the  act  of  1870  under  thos<'  circum- 
^ces,  does  not  change  the  intent  of  the  Legislature 
that  the  act  is  passed  ;  and  now  that  the  act  is 
^^^sed  and  in  force,  those  bank3  are  placed  upon  the 
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same  footing  with  national  banks,  which  are — C 
National  banks  may  charge  an<i  receive  interest  on  loa 
of  money  in  advance  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent.  ( 
Any  person  paying  a  greater  rate  of  interest,  may  r 
cover  back  twice  the  amount  if  the  action  is  broug 
within  two  years.  (3)  All  loans,  notes,  &c.,  on  whic 
sliall  be  reserved,  or  received,  or  taken  any  greater  sar 
&c.,  shall  be  void  (§  5,  3  Reo.  Stat.,  73,  6  ed.).  Tl 
position  of  the  court  below,  "that  a  legislative  coi 
struction  was  given  to  the  act  of  Congress,  and  sue 
construction  adopted  and  incorporated  in  the  legislati^ 
enactment,"  &c,,  is  unsound.  A  legislature  cann 
authoritatively  interpret  or  declare  what  the  law  is  < 
has  been,  but  only  what  it  shall  be  (Ogden  v.  Blacl 
ledge,  2  Cranch,  272;  Ashley's  Case,  4  Pick,  2E 
There  is  no  such  inconsistency  between  the  two  statute 
that  the  latter  is  a  repeal  of  the  former.  If  there  is  \ 
apparent  inconsistency,  such  construction  must  be  p 
upon  them  that  both  can  stand  if  possible  {Potter 
Dwarris  on  JStat,  189;  Johnson  t).  Byrd,  Hempstea 
434;  Beals  7).  Hale,  4  How.  U.  8.,  37;  Parish 
St.  Clemens  v.  St.  Andrews,  6  Mod.,  287).  Wh< 
the  intent  can  be  collected  from  the  statute  itself,  won 
may  be  modifled,  or  supplied  so  as  to  obviate  repu 
nancy  or  inconsistency  with  such  intention  (Qu 
V.  O'Keefe,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  R.,  393).  The  chanj 
effected  by  the  act  of  1870  is  in  effect  to  mal 
section  2  of  3  Rev.  Stat,  72,  to  read.  Twice  tl 
amount  of  interest  paid,  if  brought  within  two  yeai 
And  section  98  of  2  Rev,  Stat,,  thus  :  Banking  associ 
tions  may  charge  seven  per  cent,  interest  in  advance  < 
loans  of  money.  These  two  changes  do  not  make  tv 
acts  so  far  inconsistent  with  each  other  that  section 
above  is  thereby  repealed  (The  King  «.  The  Poor  La 
Comr.,  6  A.  &  E.^  7,  8,  and  cases  above  cited  ;  Wi 
liams  r.  Pritchard,  4  D.  c5  E.,  2 ;  Williams  v.  Wi 
liams  8  N.  Y.  [4  Sel<L\  C32,  633,  and  cases  cited. 
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the  act  of  1870  repeals  section  5  above,  it  also  must  re- 
peal section  4,  3  liev.  Stat.j  73,  which  allows  the  action 
to   be  bronght  within  three  years,  if  brought  by  the 
poor  commissioners,  &c.    The  general  repealing  clause : 
^*  And  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  hereof,  are  hereby  repealed," — does  not  re- 
peal section  5.    What  are  the  "provisions  hereof?" 
Th  e  provisions  are.  That  State  bank  may  charge  seven 
P^r  cent,  interest  in  advance  instead  of  six,  as  hereto- 
fore.   That  the  party  paying  excessive  interest  may  re- 
cover back  twice  the  amount  of  interest  paid  if  the 
*<5tion  is  brought  within  two  years,   instead  of  the 
^'^ount  in  excess  of  the  legal  rate  if  brought  within 
year.    These  are  the  only  provisions  of  the  act  of 
0 ;  and  the  provisions  of  the  former  statute  making 
i  d  the  debt  if  excessive  interest  is  charged,  is  not  re- 
to  either  directly  or  indii-ectly.     And  solely  be- 
of  these  two  changes,  this  court  is  asked  to  hold 
t  the  act  of  1870  repeals  section  5,  SJiev.  Stat.^  73, 
d.,  making  void  the  debt  if  an  excessive  rate  of 
"t^rest  is  charged  and  received  for  loans  of  money. 
The  general  law  of  the  country  is  not  altered  or  con- 
lied  by  partial  legislation,  made  without  any  special 
^rence   to  it  (Denton   t).  Manners,  4  Johns. ^  151). 
neral  words  of  a  statute  do  not  always  extend  to 
^ry  case  which    falls    literally  within  it  (Cope  v, 
^herty,    2  De  G.  &  J.,  614;  Minit  v.  Leman,   20 
eav.j  269).     The  rule  is,  that  wherever  there  is  a 
T^^rticular  enactment  and  a  general  enactment,  and  the 
*^tter  taken  in  its  most  comprehensive  sense  would 
Overrule  the  former,  the  particular  enactment  must  pre- 
vail (Pretty  7?.  Solly,  26  Bear.,  610).     This  rule  is  well 
illustrated  in  the  act  of  parliament  which  authorized 
individuals  to  inclose  and  embank  portions  of  the  soil 
under  the  river  Thames,  and  declared  that  snch  land 
should  be  "free  from  all  taxes  and  assessments  what- 
soever."    The  land  tax  subsequently  passed,  by  gen- 
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eral  words  embraced  all  the  land  in  the  kingdom  ;  ai 
the  question  which  came  before  the  court  was  whetl 
the  land  mentioned  in  the  former  act  had  been  legal 
taxrd,  and  it  was  held  that  the  tax  was  illegal  (W 
liams  V.  Pritchard,  4  D.  &  E.^  2 ;  Williams  ©.  W 
liams,  8  N.  F.  [4  Seld.\  632,  633,  and  cases  the 
cited  ;  Denton  v.  Manners,  4  Jut.  N.  8.^  161 ;  Broi 
t.  Wright,  1  Oreen,  240 ;  Canal  Co.  v.  Railroad  C< 
4  Gill  it  J.,  152). 

L.  C.  Gardner^  for  plaintiffs,  respondents  : — I.  T 
act  of  1870  provides  that  the  only  penalty  that  can 
imposed  upon  a  bank  organized  ander  the  laws  of  tl 
State,  for  taking  usury,  is  a  forfeiture  of  the  inters 
which  the  note  or  other  evidence  of  debt  carries  w: 
it,  and  a  recovery  in  case  it  is  actually  paid,  of  twice  t 
excess  over  seven  per  cent,  interest.  The  last  clause 
this  statute  states  in  substance  that  the  legislature  ; 
tended  to  placQ  State  banks  upon  the  same  basis, 
this  respect,  with  national  banks.  At  the  time  tl 
statute  was  enacted  the  legislature  may  have  suppos 
that  the  penalties  imposed  upon  national  banks  w< 
less  severe  than  those  applicable,  under  like  circu; 
stances,  to  individuals  and  to  State  banks.  That  t 
legislature  may  have  misconstrued  the  meaning  of 
act  of  Congress  does  not  weaken  this  statute.  T 
legislature  intended  to  do  just  what  is  stated  iu  t 
first  section  of  this  law ;  the  reason  for  their  action 
given  in  the  second  section,  to  wit :  to  place  State  a 
national  banks  upon  the  same  basis  in  respect  in  sa 
act  named.  By  the  same  logic  employed  by  Rapali 
J.,  in  the  First  National  Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  Lam 
60  N.  r.,  95,  Congress  cannot  interfere  with  St£ 
laws  in  respect  to  that  part  of  the  penalty  which  alio' 
a  recovery  of  interest  over  seven  per  cent.,  or  in  respc 
to  the  time  within  which  action  may  be  brought  to  i 
cover  satne ;  and  so  if  a  national  bank  receives  mo 
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tlian  the  legal  interest  for  the  u^e  or  forbearance  of 
Ttionej  in  this  State,  only  the  excess  can  be  recovered 
t>y  the  borrower,  and  action  must  be  brought  within 
one  year,  the  same  as  before    the    national  banking 
law.    Hence   if  defendant's  position   is  correct,  that 
♦■-he  8ec(md  clause  of  the  act  of  1870  is  controling,  to 
'^''it :  that  State  and  national  banks  are  to  occupy  pre- 
cisely the  same  position  with  regard  to  the  particulars 
Inferred  to  therein,  then  this  law  is  entirely  nugatory. 
But  even  if  it  should  be  held  that  there  was  a  change 
'Hade  by  this  statute  of  1870,  in  the  two  incidental  par- 
ticulars named,  still  the  construction  contended  for 
^y  the  plaintiff  would  give  but  little  effect  to  its  pro- 
visions.    Well  established  principles  must  govern  the 
construction  of  this  statute.     1.  The  whole  act  must  be 
construed  together  {Potter*  s  Dwarris  on  Stat.^  193). 
2-    Statutes  are  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give  them  full 
force  and  effect  (Alder  v.  Mil.  Pat.  Brick  Co.,  13  1^/^., 
ST"  ;   Case  of  Alton  Woods,  1  CoJce^  45  ;  People  v.  Utica 
Ins.  Co.,  15  Johns. ^  858;  Holmes  v.  Carley,  31  N.  7., 
290  ;  Leversee  v.  Reynolds,  13  lowa^  310).     3.  The  pur- 
vie^wr  of  an  act  may  be  qualified  or  restricted  by  a  pro- 
viso or  saving  clause ;  this  clause  is  only  an  exemption 
o'    Bome  special  thing  out  of  the  general  things  men- 
bc>ned  in  the  act,  but  a  saving  clause  which  is  repug. 
^'^t  to  the  purview  or  body  of  the  act,  and  could  no! 
stand  without  rendering  the  act  inconsistent  and  des- 
^ctive  of  itself,  is  void  {Potter* s  Dwarris  on  Stat.j 
^  ;  Sedg.  on  Stat,  60;  1  Blaclc.  Com.,  88;  1  Kent 
t'oj^^^  462;   Alton  Wood  Case,  1  Coke,  45  ;  Walsing- 
Jf^^*s  Case,  2  Plowden,   665;   Millford  v.  Elliott,  8 
J^'^'nt,  13 ;  Dugan  v.  The  Bridge  Co.,  27  Penn.  State, 
}:    ^a*<?y)303;  Minis  v.  United  States,  15  Pet,  423; 
I^Orhees  n.  Bank  of  the  United  States,  10  Id.,  471 ; 
.  ^3nnan  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat,  30).     4.  A  saving 
^^^lly  repugnant  to  the  body  of  the  act  is  void  (1 
^^Ojfc.  Com.,  88).    5.  "  It  is  a  general  principle  that  a 
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proviso  or  saving  clause  which  is  repugnant  to  the  p 
view  or  body  of  the  act  is  not  to  have  eflTect  (Dugaa 
Bridge  Co.,  supra).    6.  A  particular  thing  pven 
the  i)receding  part  of  a  statute  shall  not  be  taken  a^ 
or  altered  by  any  subsequent  general  words  {Sedg. 
Stat  J  61 ;  Stanton  v.  University  of  Oxford,  1  Jon.,  S 
7.   When  any  particular  construction  would  lead, 
absurd  consequences  it  is  to  be  avoided   (Comm 
wealth  V.  Kimball,  24  Pick.y  370;  Mayor  of  JeflTers- 
ville  V.  Weems,  6  fnd,,  547;  Smith  Com.y  664). 

II.  It  is  a  legal  right  vested  in  the  legislature  to  pa 
laws,  to  confer  privileges  and  immunities,  and  to  i 
pose  burdens,  even  though  they  may  be  unequal 
their  operations  and  effects,  limited  only  by  the  cons 
tution  [Seg.  on  Stat.j  183, 185  ;  Kirby  v.  Shaw,  1  Harr 
Penn.^  258  ;  In  the  matter  of  Wilson,  4  City  H.  Re\ 
4n ;  People  ex  ret.  De  Forrest  tj.  Denniston,  23  iT.  ] 
247 ;  Bank  of  Chenango  t?.  Brown,  26  Id.,  467  ;  Luke 
City  of  Brooklyn,  43  Barb.,  54 ;  Anonymous,  1  Code  1 
49) .  '  *  A  s  to  cases  being  decided  on  ground  s  of  policy 
hardship,  the  idea  has  been  repeatedly  and  vigorous 
condemned ;  the  ground  of  public  policy  is  a  ve 
unsafe  one,  it  is  best  to  adhere  to  the  words  used 
the  act  of  parliament  {Sedg.  on  Stat.  &c.^  308  ;  Dmari 
on  Stat.  <6c.,  697). 

III.  As  there  is  nothing  in  this  act  express! 
whether  it  was  the  intent  to  place  State  banks  upon  t 
same  basis  with  national  banks  organized  within  tl 
State,  or  upon  the  same  basis  with  those  natioi 
banks  located  where  there  is  no  rate  of  interest  fixed  ' 
local  laws,  we  may  suppose  the  latter  was  intend 
when  we  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  by 
previous  section  of  the  same  act  the  legislature  1 
declared  "that  the  forfeiture  should  be  limited  to  t 
interest,  &c.,"  which  is  the  same  penalty  (First  Natior 
Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  Lamb,  above)  prescribed  by  i 
of  Congress  for  national  banks  taking  usury  in  tho 
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States  and  territories  where  there  are  no  usury  laws  ; 
*^specially  does  such  a  construction  receive  additional 
force,  from  the  fact  that  otherwise  the  whole  statute 
^ould  be  nugatory  and  void. 

By  the  statute  of  1870,  the  legislature  placed  a  con- 
6=truction  upon  the  national  banking  law,  and  such  a 
construction  is  entitled  to  consideration  {Sedg.  on  Stai. 
<*c.,  488 ;  Coutant  v.  The  People,  11  Wend.,  515;  The 
People  V.  Tlie  Board  of  Supervisors,  16  iV:  T.,  424 ; 
Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Van  Dyke,  27  Id.,  427;  De 
Quindre  v.  WiUiams,  31  lnd.\  444).  The  First  National 
£ank  of  Whitehall  v.  Lamb  (supra),  was  a  decision 
tapon  a  case  tried  before  the  statute  of  1870,  and  there- 
fore the  decision  was  not  influenced  thereby. 

The  Court  aflSrmed  the  judgment  appealed  from, 
*nd  adopted  as  the  ground  thereof,  the  opinion  below 
'Which  was  as  follows  : 

Hardin,  J. — The  conceded  facts  present  for  deter- 
mination the  single  question  involved  in  this  action. 
Does  the  charge  and  payment  of  thirteen  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  in  excess  of  seven  per  cent,  as  a  condition  of 
the  discount  of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint, 
lender  the  note  absolutely  void  in  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  does  it  merely  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
entire  interest  which  the  note  carries  with  it  ? 

To  determine  this  question  it  is  necessary  to  give  a 
Construction  to  chapter  163  of  the  laws  of  this  State 
XMissed  April  9,  1870. 

No  judicial  construction  of  the  statute  was  cited  on 
the  argument  in  this  case. 

But  it  is  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that 
the  decision  made  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  First 
National  Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  Lamb,  50  N.  7., 
05,  holding  that  no  privilege  or  immunity  from  the 
nsnry  laws  of  the  State  is  conferred  upon  national 
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banks  by  tlie  act  of  Congress  of  1864,  and  a  contract 
for  a  loan  made  in  this  State  with  one  of  these  organ- 
izations, by  which  it  reserves  a  greater  rate  of  interest 
than  seven  per  cent,  is  void,  places  these  institutions 
upon  an  equality  with  individuals,  and  subject  to  the 
general  statute  of  this  State  in  respect  to  usury  ;  that 
State  associations  like  the  plaintiff  here  are  on  an  equality 
with  national  banks  organized  under  the  act  of  Congress. 

Such  construction  of  chapter  163  gives  but  little 
effect  to  its  provisions.  Some  of  its  provisions  would 
be  wholly  without  effect  or  significance.  It  is  a  cardi- 
nal rule  to  be  observed  in  the  construction  of  a  statute^ 
that  full  effect  or  force  should  be  given  to  all  its  pro- 
visions if  possible  (13  Wis.y  57). 

The  first  section  in  express  terms  confers  authority 
upon  such  associations,  ''to  take,  receive,  reserve  and 
charge  on  every  loan  or  discount  made,  or  upon  any 
note,  bill  of  exchange  or  other  evidence  of  debt,  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  seven  pe»r  cent,  per  annum,  and  such 
interest  may  be  taken  in  advance." 

It  also  exprc^ssly  limits  the  forfeiture  in  case  the  vio- 
lation of  the  authority  conferred  shall  take  place. 

"It  expressly  declares  that  the  " knowingly  taking 
a  rate  of  interest  greater  tlian  aforesaid,  shall  be  held  and 
adjudged  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire  interest  which  the 
note  or  other  evidence  of  debt  carries  with  it,  or  which 
has  been  agreed  to  be  paid  thereon."  It  therefore  ap- 
pears that  the  statute  has  declared  and  limited  the  con- 
sequences of  taking  a  rate  greater  than  aforesaid. 

That  such  is  thelimitation  of  the  forfeiture  contained 
in  the  act  of  Congress  was  assumed  by  Rapallo,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Bank  v.  Lamb, 
supra.  The  same  words  are  used  in  the  statufe  now 
under  consideration,  and  the  assumption  of  the  court  in 
respect  to  the  extent  of  the  forfeiture  is  therefore  appli- 
cable and  controlling  here. 

It  must  therefore  be  assumed  that  the  first  section 
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^^^■^^erB  upon  the  State  associations  the  right  to  reserve 
^^y^Gxi  per  cent,  interest,  and  limits  and  defines  the  for- 
feit nxe  in  case  a  "greater  rate  is  received." 

This  conclusion  is  strengthened  by  the  subsequent 
P^'^^'v^isions  in  section  2,  in  respect  to  repeal  of  other 
f  ^^-tvites.  It  declares  that  "  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts 
mooxisistent  with  the  provisions  hereof  are  hereby  re- 


>> 


*XTie  provision  of  the  general  law  declaring  void  all 
^^^^ tracts  when  a  greater  rate  than  seven  per  cent,  is  re- 
s^^^^v^^,  manifestly  is  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 
**^^  first  section  above  quoted. 

It  therefore  in  express  terms  is  repealed  qtco  ad  the 
ciations  oi^nized  like  the  plaintiff  under  the  act  of 


So  far,  in  the  language  already  adverted  to  of  the 
section,  "its  true  intent  and  meaning"  are  clear 
definite ;  and  privileges  and  immunities  inconsistent 
the  provisions  of  the  general  law,  are  conferred 
_  State  associations  absolutely  and  without  restric- 
?^^^:i8  or  qualifications  in  respect  to  any  other  class  or 
^^^^<i  of  institutions. 

I'ollowing  the  power  or  authority  given  as  aforesaid 
the  forfeiture  declared  in  case  of  any  violation 
^^^leof  knowingly,  it  is  provided  that  (1)  '  *  in  case  a 
Si'eater  rate  of  interest  has  been  paid,  the  person  or  per- 
^^Hs  paying  the  same  or  their  legal  representatives  may 
^^over  back  twice  the  amount  of  the  interest  thus  paid 
^^om  the  associations  taking  or  reserving  the  same ;  pro- 
vided that  sugh  action  is  commenced  within  two  years 
^m  the  time  the  excess  of  interest  is  taken,"  (2)  but 
the  purchase,  discount  or  sale  of  a  honafide  bill  of  ex- 
t^hange,   note  or  other  evidence  of  debt  payable   at 
another  place  than  the  place  of  such  purchase,  discount 
or  sale,  at  not  more  than  the  current  rate  of  exchange 
for  collecting  the  same,  in  addition  to  the  interest,  shall 

H.  8.— XV. — i9 
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not  be  considered  as  taking  or  receiving  a  greater  rate 
of  interest  than  seven  per  cent  per  annum. 

These  two  particulars  are  found  in  the  thirtieth  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  Congress.  They  are  new  in  some  re- 
spects in  the  statutory  laws  of  this  State.  Before  the 
legislature  passed  this  enactment,  the  borrower  could 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  excess  paid  if  his 
action  was  commenced  within  one  year,  and  his  right  to 
recover  terminated  at  the  end  of  one  year  (1  JR.  S.,  §  3 ; 
Palen  v.  Johnson,  50  iV.  T.,  49). 

The  second  particular  being  the  same  in  respect  to 
the  purchase,  discount  or  sale  of  a  bona  fide  bill  of  ex- 
change is  a  new  permissive  statutory  provision,  though 
it  has  been  declared  judicially  that  such  purchase  or 
discount  was  not  usurious  under  the  general  statutes  of 
the  State  in  respect  to  usury  (Lees'  Bank  v.  Walbridge, 
19  iT.  r.,  136). 

This  provision  declared  permissible  just  what  the 
decisions  had  held  was  not  prohibited. 

Following  the  words  given  in  the  two  particulars 
already  quoted  assimilating  the  privileges  of  the  two 
classes  of  institutions,  are  found,  in  the  second  section 
of  the  State  act,  these  words :  *^  It  is  hereby  declared  that 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act  is  to  place  the 
banking  associations  organized  and  doing  business  as 
aforesaid,  on  an  eqaality  in  the  particufistrs  in  this  act 
referred  to  with  the  national  banks  organized  under  the 
act  of  Congress  entitled,  &c." 

In  giving  e^ect  to  these  words  of  section  2,  it 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  it  has  been  judicially  de- 
termined by  the  highest  court  in  this  State,  that  the  act 
of  Congress  limiting  the  forfeiture  to  the  interest  has 
reference  to  the  banks  organized  under  the  act  in  those 
States  and  territories  where  no  rate  is  fixed  by  law.  In 
other  words,  that  certain  national  banks  are  by  the  act 
of  Congress  authorized  to  charge  seven  per  cent.,  and  if 
they  take  or  reserve  more,  the  forfeiture  is  limited  to 
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ach  excessive  interest,  or  twice  that  amount  if  sued  for 
"Within  two  years.  Would  it  not  be  more  reasonable  to 
i6nppose  the  legislature  (after  conferring,  as  before 
^3hown,  in  express  terms  upon  State  institutions  power  to 
:^receive  seven  per  cent,  and  providing  that  the  forfeiture 
flshonldbe  of  the  excessive  interest  in  case  of  violation),  in- 
'Cended  to  place  State  institutions  in  that  respect  ^*  on  an 
lity  with  the  national  banks  organized  under  the 
of  Congress, ''  that  were  by  the  act  entitled  to  the 
me  privilege  and  immunities  as  were  expressly  con- 
ferred by  this  act,  than  to  suppose  that  by  a  declaration 
f  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  the  words  of  the 
section  were  to  be  overthrown,  so  that  no  effect 
ould  be  given  to  their  express  and  clear  scope  f 

There  are  no  words  in  the  second  section  restricting 

e  words  ^Hhe  national  banks  organized  under  the  act 

f  Congress"  to  the  national  banks  located  in  their 

laces  of  business  in  this  State. 

A  construction  which  should  apply  these  words  so 

to  refer  to  banks  located  in  States  and  territories 

here  there  are  laws  upon  the  subject  of  usury  would 

nd  no^more  support  from  the  words  of  the  act,  tj^an 

ould  the    construction  which    should    apply  these 

ords  to  those  national  banks  in  States  and  territories 

here  no  rate  is  fixed  by  law. 

It  having  been  declared  in  Bank  v.  Lamb,  supra^ 

.hat  two  classes  are  referred  to  in  the  national  act,  it 

be  fairly  regarded  as  an  open  question  in  respect 

o  which  class  reference  is  made  in  the  second  section 

f  the  act  here  under  consideration. 

A  construction  is  always  to  be  preferred  which  shall 
ive  full  significance  and  effect  to  all  the  words  of  an 
^^nactment,  over  one  which  renders  nugatory  portions  of 
e  language  employed  {PoUefs  Dwarrison  Stat.,  182 
nd  note;  Beals  v.  Hale,  4  How.  U.  S.j  37). 

"If  the  king's  patent  may  be  good  to  two  intents 
%lien  it  shall  be  taken  most  beneficially  to  the  king,  but 
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if  it  may  be  to  one  intent  good  and  to  one  intent  void, 
then  it  shonld  be  taken  to  that  intent  which  makes  the 
grant  good  and  not  that  which  makes  it  void  "  (1  Cokej 
46).  The  same  role  applies  to  statutes  (15  Johns.j  358 ; 
31  JV.  r.,  290 ;  8  Taunt,  13). 

So  too  a  proviso  or  saving  clause  which  is  repugnant 
to  the  body  of  the  act  is  void  (27  Penn.  State,  303). 

But  suppose  it  be  urged  that  the  legislature  assumed 
that  all  national  banks  had  the  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties conferred  by  the  first  section  of  their  enactment,  in 
respect  to  State  institutions,  then  may  it  not  be  replied 
with  great  force,  that  acting  upon  the  assumption,  a 
legislative  construction  was  given  to  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  such  construction  adopted  and  incorporated  in  the 
legislative  enactment  and  made  applicable  to  the  State 
associations  ? 

Either  view  harmonizes  the  declaration  in  the  second 
section  with  the  antecedent  language  granting  privileges 
to  the  State  associations,  and  limiting  the  forfeiture  to 
the  interest  in  case  of  a  violation  of  its  i)ermissive 
language. 

If  the  reference  in  the  second  section  as  to  oational 
banks  is  to  that  class  in  States  where  the  rate  of  in- 
terest is  regulated,  it  is  difficult  to  find  in  the  same 
section  any  words  limiting  the  reference  to  those  of  that 
class  located  in  this  State  any  more  than  to  those 
located  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  where  the  rate  of  interest 
is  ten  per  cent,  by  law. 

It  is  essential  to  refer  the  words  '^  the  national  banks 
organized  under  the  act  of  Congress''  in  the  second 
section,  to  the  class  existing  in  States  and  territories 
where  the  rate  is  not  limited,  in  order  to  give  eflfect  to 
the  words  limiting  the  forfeiture  to  the  interest,  other- 
wise they  would  be  nugatory. 

It  was  held  in  24  Pick.,  370,  that  a  construction  of 
a  statute  which  would  lead  to  absurd  consequences 
should  be  avoided. 
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TThe  first  section  in  clear  terms  declares  that  the 
owingly  taking,  receiving,  reserving  or  charging  a 
of  interest  greater  than  aforf^said  (to  wit :  seven  per 
t)  shall  be  held  and  adjudged  a  forfeiture  of  the 
ire  interest  which  the  note,  bill  or  other  evidence  of 
t  carries  with  it,  or  which  has  been  agreed  to  be  paid 
reon. 

The  forfeiture  is  declared  in  specific  language  as  to 

plaintiff,  a  State  association,  and  the  expression  of 

forfeiture  is  by  its  clear  terms  an  exclusion  of  all 

ers(Dndleyt).  Mayhew,  3  ComstocJCj  9  ;  50  N.  F.,  49). 

And  as  before  shown,  all  acts  inconsistent  being  re- 

so  far  as  State  associations  are  effected  by  them, 

<^  the  repeal  being  absolute,  qvx)  ad  such  institutions, 

**^  j'ollows  that  the  plaintiff  being  a  State  association  to 

the  act  of  1870  applies,  has  upon  the  admitted 
forfeited  the  entire  interest  which  the  note  in  suit 
^i^'rtes,  and  thirteen  dollars  and  fifty  cents  agreed  to 
*^  X>£iid  thereon  in  excess  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum, 
*^<3.  that  the  general  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  this 
^^-^- 1^  in  respect  to  usury  are  repealed  as  to  the  plaintiff 
*  ^t:«t.te  association. 

xidgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff. 


CHASE  agairut  BASSETT. 

erne  Courts  Sixth  District;  At  Circuity  February^ 

1874. 

New  Trial.— Veediot  against  Evidence. 

^;en«ial  rale  applied  in  penal  actions  and  in  actions  for  defama- 
^^  that  a  Terdict  for  defendant  wiU  not  be  set  aside  as  against 


294        ABBOTTS    PRACTICE    REPORTS. 


Chaso«.  Bassett 


evidence  if  the  plaintiff  has  anstadned  only  nominal  damages, 
shoold  be  applied  to  actions  for  assault  and  battery,  especially 
where  the  plaintiff  was  not  wholly  blameless,  and  has  not  been 
grossly  injured  or  insulted.* 

'  Stewart  Chase  sued  Adams  Bassett,  in  the  supreme 
court,  for  assault  and  battery.  Upon  evidence,  the 
substance  of  which  is  stated  in  the  opinion,  the  jury  at 
circuit,  rendered  a  verdict  for  defendant 

The  plaintiff  now  moved  on  the  judge's  minutes  for 
a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  waa 
against  evidence. 

John  A.  ScoUj  for  plaintiff. 

Bama  Johnson^  for  defendant. 

Balcom,  J. — The  general  rule  is  that  in  penal  ac- 
aons  and  in  actions  of  libel  and  slander,  and  in  some 
other  actions  of  tort  where  the  plaintiff  has  not  sus- 
tained more  than  nominal  damages,  and  he  seeks  to  re- 
cover punitory  damages,  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
will  not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  the 
evidence.  But  there  are  some  exceptions  to  this 
general  rule.  No  decision  or  elementary  work  has 
been  cited  to  show  that  this  general  rule  is  applicable 
to  an  action  for  assault  and  battery.  But  I  see  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  be  adopted  in  such  an  action, 
unless  the  plaintiff  is  not  blamable  in  the  case,  or  has 

*  Compare  Stephens  «.  Wider,  82  N.  T.,  851 ;  Devendorf  o.  West, 
42  Barb,  227;  Mclntyre  o.  N.  T.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  43  Id.^  682; 
Brantingham  «.  Fay,  1  John»,  Cai.^  255;  Malin  «.  Brown,  8  /<?.,  566; 
Hyatt  9.  Wood,  8  Johns,,  289;  Fleming  v.  Gilbert,  7<2.,  528 ;  Hopkins 
V.  Grinnell,  28  Barh,,  588 ;  Bobbins  «.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  7 
BoHD,,  1 ;  Comfort  v.  Thompson,  10  Johns,,  101 ;  Baker  v.  Richard- 
son, 1  Cmo.,  77;  OTenBeers  of  Rochester  «.  Lunt,  16  Wmid^  665 
Lawyer  «.  Smith,  1  Den,,  207 ;  Wheeler  «.  Calkins,  17  iSToto.  iV.,  451 
Jarris  v,  Hatheway,  8  Johm,,  180;  Harton  «.  Hopkins,  9  iiL,  86 
RundeU«.  Batler,  10  Wend,^  119. 
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leen  considerably  injured  or  grossly  insulted  by  the 
assault  and  battery. 

The  plaintiff  and  others  went  into  the  defendant's 
saloon  in  the  evening  of  July  24,  1873,  where  they 
drank  strong  beer ;  and  the  plaintiff  was,  when  he  went 
there  and  became  while  he  was  there,  somewhat  excited 
by  liquor,  and  he  danced  some  and  made  some  noise  in 
the  saloon.  The  defendant  requested  him  to  desist  and 
leave  his,  defendant's,  saloon.  The  plaintiff's  evidence 
was  that  before  he  had  time  to  leave  the  saloon  the  de- 
fendant assaulted  him  and  struck  him  three  times  on 
his  arm  and  head,  with  a  hard  stick  nearly  as  large  as 
his  wrist  and  about  one  foot  and  a  half  long.  That  one 
of  the  blows  cut  a  hole  through  the  skin  on  his  head, 
which  bled  and  injured  him  so  much  that  he  was 
obliged  to  employ  a  person  a  short  time  the  next  day 
to  help  him  take  care  of  a  stage  team  he  was  driving 
as  the  servant  of  another.  But  the  plaintiff  did  not 
lose  any  time  out  of*  his  employment  by  reason  of  the 
assault  and  battery.  The  plaintiff's  evidence  as  to  the 
transaction  in  the  saloon,  and  receiving  a  cut  on  his 
head  with  a  stick  of  hard  wood  was  partially  cor- 
roborated by  two  other  witnesses  called  by  him.  The 
plaintiff  also  proved  that  the  defendant  procured  a 
friend  to  complain  of  him,  and  have  him  arrested  and 
taken  before  a  justice  of  the  p^ce  for  the  assault  and 
battery  in  question,  where  the  defendant  pleaded 
guilty  of  such  assault  and  battery,  and  was  fined 
therefor  five  dollars  by  the  justice ;  which  the  defend- 
ant paid. 

The  defendant  testified  that  the  plaintiff  became 
noisy  in  his,  defendant's,  saloon,  that  he  requested 
him  to  desist  or  leave  the  saloon,  when  the  plaintiff 
made  som^  threatening  motions  towards  him  with  his 
fists — ^refused  to  leave  the  saloon — called  defendant  a 
son  of  a  b— h  and  used  other  abusive  or  insultiDg 
language  towards  him.    That  he,  defendant,  struck 
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plaintiff  once  or  twice  with  a  stick  which  had  been  the 
butt  end  of  a  billiard  cue — that  the  stick  was  ash  timber 
— about  an  inch  in  diameter  and  from  twelve  to  eigh- 
teen inches  in  length  ;  that  plaintiff  resisted  somewhat 
in  being  put  out  of  the  saloon  ;  and  that  he,  defendant, 
put  him  out.  The  defendant  was  corroborated  in  some 
of  his  evidence  by  a  witness  called  by  him. 

The  plaintiff  admitted  he  caUed  defendant  a  son  of 
a  b — ^h,  but  testified  that  he  did  so  after  the  defendant 
had  used  some  harsh  or  insulting  or  abusive  words 
towards  him. 

The  foregoing  is  the  substance  or  meaning  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case.  But  my  inference  from  the  evi- 
dence is  that  the  strong  beer  the  plaintiff  drank  in  the 
defendant's  saloon  considerably  increased  his  intoxica- 
tion ;  but  he  was  not  so  much  under  the  influence  of 
liquor  that  he  could  not  walk. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  been  much  injured  or  had  not 
used  insulting  or  abusive  language  towards  the  defend- 
ant, I  should  not  hesitate  to  set  aside  the  \erdict  of  the 
jury  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  the  evidence.  But 
by  reason  of  the  small  injury  the  plaintiff  sustained 
and  his  partial  intoxication  when  he  went  into  defend- 
ant's saloon,  and  the  noise  he  made  dnd  the  insulting 
and  abusive  language  he  used  towards  the  defendant  in 
bis  saloon,  and  defendant's  evidence  as  to  threatening 
language  of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  raising  and  shaking 
his  fists  towards  him,  and  defendant  requesting  him  to 
stop  his  noise  and  leave  the  saloon  before  he  struck 
him,  I  am  of  the  opinion  it  is  a  proper  exei-cise  of  my 
discretion  to  refuse  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
in  the  action. 

*^Jai  miff's  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  therefore  denied. 
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-AYDEN    against  THE   BROOKLYN   SAVINGS 

BANK. 

^*y  Court  of  Brooklyn ;  General  Term^  July^  1873. 

-^TMENT. — Constructive  Notice.— Savings  Bank. 
— Evidence  of  Due  Inquiry. 

^^rment  by  a  savings  bank  to  a  person  presenting  a  pass  book  is 
^ood,  if  the  officers  have  no  notice  of  fraud  upon  the  depositor, 
and  in  maklDg  such  payment  exercise  reasonable  care  and  diligence. 

Marj  Ann  Hayden,  a  married  woman,  in  her  life 
me,  deposited  money  in  tlie  Brooklyn  Savings  Bank. 
.fter  her  death,  her  mother  presented  her  pass  book 
t  the  bank  to  the  teller,  who  after  putting  some 
aestions  to  her  to  test  the  identity  of  the  depositor, 
hich  were  readily  answered,  paid  her  the  balance  due 
a  the  account,  believing  that  he  was  paying  the  in- 
ividual  who  actually  deposited  the  money.  Patrick 
lay  den,  the  husband  of  the  deceased,  was  present  at 
le  time.  He  afterwards  took  out  letters  of  adminis- 
ation  on  his  wife's  estate,  and  brought  this  action 
•n  the  trial  before  a  referee,  it  was  shown  that  the 
y-law  mentioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  was 
ung  up  in  the  banking  room,  and  also  printed  on  the 
Dver  of  the  pass  book  of  each  depositor.  The  referee 
ave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff 
ppealed. 

£!.  J.  MaxweUy  for  appellant. 

John  P.  RoTf^  for  respondent 

Reynolds,   J.*— We  think  this  case  was  properly 
liaposed  of  by  the  referee. 

*PreseDt,  McCce,  Ch.  J.,  and  Reynolds,  J. 


i 
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The  pass  book  whicli  was  issued  to  Mary  Ann  Ha; 
den,  the  plaintiff  s  intestate,  when  she  became  a  deposi 
tor  with  the  bank,  contained,  among  other  by-laws  anc^ 
regulations  of  the  defendants,  the  following:     "Th 
accountant  will  use  his  best  efforts  to  prevent 
but  all  payments  made  to  persons  producing  the 
posit  books,  or  duplicates  thereof,  shall  be  deem 
good  and  valid  payments  to  depositors  respectively/'^ 

It  was  claiQied  on  the  argument  that  there  is  no  proot* 
that  any  pass  book  was  issued  to  her. 

It  could  be  hardly  expected  that  the  teller 
have  retained  a  positive  recollection  of  the  &ct,  but  ih( 
book  on  which  the  final  payment  was  made,  was  at 
events  issued  by  the  bank,  in  her  name,  was  found  in 
her  house  after  her  death,  containing  entries  of  the  pay- 
ments  which  had  been  made  to  her  on  account,  and  was 
presented  by  her  Another,  in  the  presence  of  her  husbandi 
for  payment 

These  and  other  circumstances  led  inevitably  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  book  was  delivered  to  her  when  she 
became  a  dealer  with  the  bank. 

She  then  became  legally  chargeable  with  knowledge 
of  the  by-laws  and  regulations  printed  in  the  ^pSLoa  book, 
and  hung  up  in  the  bank  (Warhus  v.  Bowery  Savings 
Bank,  5  Duer^  67,  and  21  JV.  Y.  643 ;  Eaves  ».  Peoples' 
Savings  Bank,  27  Conn.^  229;  Sullivan  9.  Lewiston 
Institution  for  Savings,  56  Maine^  ^QTl. 

The  last  case  holds  that  while  the  officers  of  the 
bank  are  held  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and 
diligence,  yet  in  paying  money  upon  the  presentation 
of  a  deposit  book,  the  disbursing  officer  is  not  required 
to  demand  strict  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  depositor. 

We  think  the  regulation  in  question  was  a  reason- 
able one,  which  the  bank  had  a  right,  under  its  general 
powers,  to  make  ;  and  the  case  before  us  illustrates  the 
necessity  of  affording  these  institutions  the  protection 
which  such  a  rule  is  designed  to  secure. 
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This  depositor  could  nol  well  be  recollected  among 
the  thousands  of  customers  dealing  with  the  bank. 

She  died  December,  1870,  bat  no  notice  of  her  death 
was  given  to  the  bank,  and  three  months  after  her  death 
her  mother  presented  the  book,  representing  herself  to 
be  the  depositor,  or  at  the  very  least,  she  presented  the 
book  without  explanation  or  notice  of  the  death,  and 
signed  the  initials  of  the  depositor  to  the  receipt  for*  the 
money,  the  husband  of  deceased  being  present,  and  as- 
senting to  the  payment ;  and  after  the  bank  had  thus 
"paid  in  good  faith,  the  husband  gets  appointed  admin- 
istrator, and  sues  the  bank  to  compel  a  second  pay- 
onent  of  the  same  amount. 

If  the  rule  will  prevent  the  success  of  such  a  scheme, 
ats  operation  is  wholesome,  at  least  in  this  case. 

The  evidence  as  to  what  diligence  was  exercised  by 
1;he  teller,  at  the  time  of  payment,  it  is  true,  is  not  very 
definite  or  positive. 

He  does  not  seem  to  recollect  what  inquiries  he  did 
:3nake,  but  evidently  testifies  rather  from  his  usual  way 
^>f  transacting  such  business ;  but  we  have  the  fact  of 
^e  presentation  of  the  book  ;  the  presence  of  Patrick 
IHayden,  and  his  assent  to  the  payment — no  circum- 
stances of  suspicion  shown  to  have  been  apparent — 
"the  signing  of  the  initials  of  the  depositor,  and  a  memo- 
zarandum  made  by  the  teller  at  the  time,  showing  that 
Jie  examined  or  *' tested"  the  validy  of  the  claim. 

On  the  whole,  we  think  the  evidence  will  sustain  the 
::finding  of  the  referee  that  the  teller  made  the  payment 
sifter  "due  inquiry.'* 

We  come  therefore  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judg- 
ement must  be  affirmed,  without  determining  whether  a 
proper  demand  wa3  made  before  the  commencement  of 
"this  action. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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HUBBELL  against  SCHREYER. 
Court  of  Appeals  ;  February^  1874. 

RovePBing  14  A\ib.  Pr.  N.  8.,  284. 

Mechanic's  Lien. — Consteuction  of  the  Statute. — 

Pabties. — Notice  of  Lien. 

Where,  after  part  of  the  work  called  for  by  a  contract  made  by  Bcvenl 
joint  contractors,  has  been  finished  and  paid  for,  and  the  contract 
abandoned,  if  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  by  a  new  arrangement 
with  the  owner,  goes  on  and  completes  the  work,  he  may  file  a  lien 
in  his  own  name  therefor  ;  and  the  fact  that  he  subsequently  takes 
an  assignment  from  the  other  original  joint  contractors,  does  not 
show  that  they  were  interested,  and  were  necessary  parties. 

An  ambiguity  in  the  introduction  of  the  notice,  in  describing  the 
claim  as  being  against  one  person,  instead  of  as  against  two,  may 
be  cured  by  reference  to  a  full  and  accurate  statement  of  the  claim 
in  subsequent  parts  of* the  notice. 

The  mechanic's  lien  law  is  to  be  treated  as  a  remedial  statute  ;  and 
though  it  is  to  be  strictly  construed  so  far  as  to  require  8ubs*antial 
compliance  with  every  material  provision  by  which  the  property  of 
a  third  person  may  be  incumbered  by  the  mere  act  of  the  cUdm- 
ant,  yet  it  is  to  be  construed  not  so  strictly  as  to  deprive  creditora 
of  the  benefit  intended  to  be  conferred. 

A  mistake  in  a  notice  filed  under  the  act  of  1863, — e,  g,,  not  naming 
all  the  debtors, — may  be  deemed  cured  by  the  provision  of  section  2, 
of  the  act,  that  no  variance  shall  impair  the  claimant's  right,  but 
relief  shall  be  given  according  to  the  evidence. 

In  a  proceeding  under  that  act,  the  court  may  give  a  personal  jadg^ 
ment  against  the  owner,  if  the  debt  was  his  proper  debt. 

Philip  C.  Hubbell  filed  a  notice  of  lien  against  the 
premises  of  John  Schreyer,  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion,  and  in  our 
report  of  the  decision  here  appealed  from,  in  14  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.,  284. 
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^.  J.  MisSy  for  appellant. 


.  McAdamy  for  respondent. 


THE  Court.— Allen,  J.— The  appellant  Mul- 
doon  seeks  to  establish  and  enforce  a  lien  upon  prem- 
ises owned  by  the  respondent  Schreyer,  in  the  city  of 
N'e^^  York,  under  the  law  known  as  the  mechanics 
lien  law  {Laws  of  1863,  ch.  600).  He  had  judgment 
^pon  the  report  of  the  referee  for  two  thousand  three 
l^"QJa.dred  and  sixty-five  dollars  and  ninety- six  cents, 
^liich  was  made  up  of  two  items,  one  of  one  thousand 
t^^i^ee  hundred  and  forty-nine  dollars,  and  the  other  for 
^^Slit  hundred  and  eighty-  three  dollars,  with  the  inter- 
^t  upon  each.  The  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
^•^  and  county  of  New  York,  upon  appeal,  ordered  a 
'^^ersal  of  the  judgment,  unless  the  claimant  would 
^^pnlate  to  reduce  the  recovery  to  the  lesser  item  and 
**^^  interest  thereon ;  and  he  declining  to  stipulate,  the 
M^gment  was  reversed,  and  judgment  given  against 
*^^ixi,  and  in  favor  of  the  owner,  for  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
^^^^dings.  The  court  below  held  the  referee  in  error  in 
'^^I>ect  to  the  larger  claim,  upon  two  grounds. 

First.  In  rendering  a  personal  judgment  against  the 
o'^^ner  upon  a  claim  stated  in  the  notices  to  be  against 
^^  contractor ;  and, 

Second.  In  holding  that  Muldoon  acquired  a  valid 

Uen  upon  claims  due  to  him,  jointly  with  two  others, 

^y  filing  a  notice  that  the  claim  was  due  to  him  as  the 

^e  creditor.    The  first  ground  is  not  very  material,  as 

that,  if  stated,  would  only  have  led  to  a  reversal  of  so 

tnuch  of  the  judgment  as  affected  the  owner  personally, 

And  his  estate  at  large.    The  other  ground  was  the 

one  principally  discussed  by  the  learned  first  judge  in 

lus  elaborate   opinion.    The   facts   pertinent   to   the 

present  appeal  may  be  very  briefly  stated. 

In  1870,  one  Holt  contracted  with  Schreyer,    the 


302 


ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Hubbell  9.  bchreyer. 


ownen  to  fumiBh  material  and  do  the  mason  work 
erecting  four  buildings  upon  the  lots  described  in 
proceedings.     Holt  contracted  with  the  appellant  a 
two  others,  doing  business.as  partners  under  the  na 
of  Muldoon,  Kenny  &  Doonan,  to  furnish  the  bro 
stone,  for  the  price  of  five  thousand  eight  hundred  d 
lars,  payable  three  thousand  dollars  when  the  fh>: 
were  up,  and  two  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars  wh 
all  the  brown  stone  work  was  completed.    When 
fronts  were  up  Holt  was  unable  to  pay  the  appella 
and  his  associates,  and  they  abandoned  the  work,  a 
Kenny  and  Doonan  absconded  in  September,  1870. 

On  October  24, 1870,  the  owner,  Holt,  the  contrac 
and  the  appellant,  one  of  the  sub-contractors,  came 
an  arrangement,  and  Holt  drew  on  Schreyer,  in  fav 
of  the  appellant,  for  two  thousand  seven  hundred  a 
fifty- five  dollars,  the  balance  of  the  five  thousand  eig 
hundred  dollars,  unpaid  upon  the  contract  with  M 
doon,   Kenny  and  Doonan,  payable  when  the  bro 
stone  work  should  be  completed,  and  the  same  was  a* 
cepted  on  the  same  day  by  the  owner,  the  present 
spondent.    Muldoon  then  resumed  and  completed 
contract  before  January  12,  1871,  the  day  on  which 
notice  of  lien  was  filed,  and  the  owner  had  then  pa 
upon  the  order  or  draft  one  thousand  four  hundred  a 
fifty-two  dollars,  leaving  one  thousand  three  hund 
and  forty- nine  dollars  due  thereon.    Muldoon  had 
at  that  time  furnished  materials  and  done  work  outdi 
of  the  contract,   at  the  request  of  the  owner,  to 
amount  of  eight  hundred  and  eighty-three  dollars,  an 
these  two  sums  made  up  the  amount  adjudged 
claimant  Muldoon  by  the  referee.    The  notice,  whicf 
was  held  by  the  common  pleas,  defective  and  fatally 
variant  from  the  facts  established  upon  the  trial, 
stating  with  precision  the  residence  of  the  claimant^ 
proceeded  to  state  that  he  had  a  claim  against  Tho 
Holt,  amounting  to  one  thousand  three  hundred  an 
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lorty-Dine  dollars,  and  against  John  Sclirejer,  amounlr 
log  to  eight  hundred  and  eighty -three  dollars,  and 
sraoanting  together  to  two  thousand  two  hundred  and 
'thirty -two  dollars  due  to  him,  and  after  stating  for  what 
^work  and  materials  the  claim  was  made,  stated  ^Uhat 
such  brown  stone  was  furnished,  cut,  and  set  in  pur- 
suance of  agreements,  written  and  by  parol,  between 
the  said  Thomas  Holt  and  the  said  John  Schreyer,  and 
^ne  the  said  Francis  Muldoon"  which  buildings  are 
owned,  &c.,  naming  the  owner  and  describing  the 
3>remises. 

The  new  aiTangement,  under  which  the  appellant 
continued  and  completed  the  work  which  Muldoon, 
Xenny  and  Doonan  had  undertaken  by  their  contract 
to  perform,  was  made  in  October,  after  the  work  had 
l)een  abandoned  by  the  contractors,  and  after  the  whole 
jiuionnt  then  payable  had  been  paid.  The  draft  then 
made  and  accepted,  was  but'for  two  thousand  seven 
liandredand  fifty-three  dollars,  instead  of  two  thousand 
eight  hundred  dollars,  showing  that  the  three  thousand 
dollars,  payable  when  the  fronts  of  the  buildings  were 
Tip,  had  been  slightly  overpaid.  The  appellant  then, 
l>y  an  agreement  between  himself  and  Holt,  the  con- 
"tmcior,  and  Schreyer,  the  owner,  assumed  Individually 
the  completion  of  the  contract.  Holt  authorizing,  and 
Schreyer  undertaking  to  make  the  payment  to  Mul- 
doon when  the  work  should  be  completed.  For  the 
work  done  and  the  money  earned  under  this  new  ar- 
jangement,  Kenny  and  Doonan  had  no  claim,  and  they 
were  not  parties  to  the  agreement,  and  did  not  con- 
tribute to  the  work,  and  the  undertaking  of  Holt  and 
Schreyer  to  pay  Muldoon,  was  absolute.  The  subse- 
quent assignment  by  Kenny  and  Doonan  to  the  plain- 
tiff, is  only  important  as  showing  that  they  made  no 
«laim  to,  and  had  no  interest  in  the  money  now  claimed 
16y  Muldoon. 

The  notice  filed  by  Muldoon  described  the  claim 
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with  substantial  accuracy.  It  was  described  in  th< 
introduction  as  a  claim  against  Holt,  and  this  was  ii 
one  sense  true,  as,  but  for  the  acceptance  of  the  draft  bj 
Schreyer,  he  would  have  been  the  principal,  as  he  wa« 
the  immediate,  debtor  to  the  claimant.  But  the  sab 
sequent  parts  of  the  notice  relieve  this  statement  fron 
all  uncertainty  and  ambiguity,  by  declaring  that  Che 
claim,  that  is  the  aggregate  of  the  claim,  composed  ii 
part  of  this  claim  alleged  to  be  against  Holt,  was  foi 
brown  stone  furnished,  cut  and  set  in  pursuance  o1 
agreements,  written  and  by  parol,  between  Holt, 
Schreyer  and  the  claimant. 

This  was  literally  true,  and  neither  the  owner  noi 
any  one  else  could  have  been  misled  as  to  the  par- 
ticular claim  intended  to  be  asserted,  and  in  respect  tci 
which  a  lien  was  sought  to  be  created.  The  nei« 
formal  claim,  filed  in  the  proceedings  in  the  court  oi 
common  pleas,  gave  more  in  detail  the  history  of  the 
contracts  and  transactions  between  the  parties,  but  did 
not  more  clearly  or  distinctly  describe  or  designate  the 
claim  or  the  right  of  the  claimant. 

The  statute  under  which  these  proceedings  are  ha^ 
is  a  remedial  statute,  as  furnishing  a  summary  remedy 
for  the  recovery  of  the  claims  provided  for,  and  while 
it  is  to  be  strictly  construed  so  far  as  to  require  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  every  material  provision  by 
which  the  property  of  a  third  person  may  be  incum- 
bered, and  a  cloud  put  upon  the  title,  by  the  mere  act 
of  the  claimant,  it  is  not  to  be  so  strictly  and  hypercrit- 
ically  interpreted  as  to  deprive  creditors  of  the  benefit 
intended  to  be  conferred. 

It  is  to  be  construed  in  the  same  spirit  with  which  it 
was  enacted,  and  so  as  to  carry  out  the  benign  intent 
of  the  legislature,  while  nothing  is  to  be  taken  by  im- 
plication against  the  owner,  or  to  the  prejudice  of  his 
substantial  rights,  or  so  as  to  extend  to  persons  or 
claims  not  clearly  within  its  terms.    The  framers  of 
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the  statute  have  in  a  measure  indicated  the  spirit  with 
^bich  they  would  have  the  statute  interpreted,  and 
effect  given  to  it. 

The  first  section  declares  that  persons  performing 
Ial>or,  or  furnishing  materials,  as  specified,  may,  on 
complying  with  the  sLxth  section  of  the  act,  have  a  lien, 
*^.  The  second  section  declares  that  all  persons  hay- 
i^g  liens,  in  order  to  enforce  the  same,  shall  prove  their 
demands  in  the  same  manner  as  in  ordinary  actions  at 
l^'W',  except  that  no  variance  as  to  the  persons  named  as 
contractor,  owner  or  debtor,  in  the  lien,  notice,  or  bill 
pf  particulars,  or  statement  of  claim,  or  in  any  plead- 
^^89  shall  impair  or  affect  the  right  of  the  claimants, 
*^d  that  every  party  shall  have  relief  according  to  the 
^glxts  of  the  parties  as  they  shall  appear  in  evidence. 

The  fifth  section  is  still  more  explicit,  and  directs 
that  the  court  shall  proceed  without  regard  to  matters 
^'    form,  which  shall  be  amendable  at  all  times  while 
'ho  proceedings  progress,  without  costs,  and  judgment 
^hall  be  rendered  according  to  the  equity  and  justice 
^'  the  claims  of  the  respective  parties.    The  sixth  sec- 
'^^ix  prescribes  the  form  of  the  notice,  the  filing  of  which 
^^^oates  the  lien.    It  must  state  the  residence  of  the 
^^^^imant,  the  amount  claimed,  from  whom,  and  to  whom 
^^^o,  &c.    The  claim  before  us  states  the  residence  of 
1.*^^  claimant,  the  amount  due,  and  both  with  accuracy. 
■  *•   ^.Iso  states  to  whom  due,  accurately,  regarding  the 
I^I>ellant,  as  we  must,  under  the  circumstances,  as  com- 
Pl^ting  the  work  under  the  arrangement  of  October, — 
^^  with  substantial  accuracy,  if  the  work  was  com- 
^^^t:ed  under  the  contract  of  Muldoon,   Kenny  and 
*^onan,  the  appellant  completing  it  after  an  abandon- 
by  the  others,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  con- 
.   ^  -Citor  and  owner,  and  their  several  engagement  to  pay 
.  ^^^:i  for  the  same.    If  there  was  any  mistake  in  naming 
^^  debtor,  which  was  not  clearly  explained  by  other 

H.  B.— XV.-— 20 
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parts  of  the  notice,  it  was  cured  by  the  second  sect^ 
of  the  act,  and  did  not  afTect  the  rights  of  the  claim^L- 

The  appellant  filed  his  notice,  and  perfected 
lien  on  January  12,  1871,  and  it  is  not  claimed  thaU 
that  time  the  owner,  the  present  respondent,  had 
Holt,  the  contractor,  the  full  amount  due  him. 
referee  finds  that  he  had  done  so  on  March  16,  or  th 
after,  but  he  probably  included  the  liability  as  aceep 
of  the  draft,  as  a  part  of  the  payment. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  if  the  o 
has  paid  the  contractor  after  the  acceptance  of  the  o: 
of  October,  he  has  done  so  in  his  own  wrong,  and. 
still  liable  to  the  appellant.    He  admitted  on  the 
the  amount  due  in  the  order,  and  made  no  claim  i 
he  had  paid  that  amount  to  the  contractor. 

The  personal  judgment  was  proper,  for  the 
that  the  debt  was  the  proper  debt  of  the  owner,  as 
as  of  the  contractor,  and  the  work  was  done,  and 
terials  furnished  upon  the  credit  of  both. 

No  other  questions  were  made  upon  the  argom* 
in  the  view  taken  of  the  evidence,  and  the  act  am 
which  the  lien  is  claimed. 

The  judgment  of  the  common  pleas  must  be  reT< 
and  the  judgment  on  report  of  the  referee  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurred,  except  Folgeb,  J., 
voting. 
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ANONYMOUS. 

[No.  2  of  this  Title.'] 

^preme  Courts  First  District;  Special  Term^  Janu 

ary^  1874. 

Divorce. — Alimony.  — Pabties.  • 

A  woman,  who  intervenes  in  an  action  of  divorce,  on  the  gronnd  of 
having  contracted  a  marriage  with  the  husband  who  is  a  i>arty  to 
the  action,  the  validity  of  which  marriage  might  be  affected  by  a 
judgment  in  the  action,  may  be  allowed  alimony  and  counsel  fee 
therein. 

-After  a  judgment  which  dismisses  her  in  effect  from  the  action,  she 
is  no  longer  entitled  to  alimony  ;  but  the  court  may  still  allow  her 
a  counsel  fee  to  enable  her  to  litigate  the  case  on  appeal. 

The  action  was  brought  by  a  husband  against  his 
second  wife  for  a  divorce.  He  obtained  judgment  by 
the  wife's  default  to  interpose  a  defense,  and  he  married 
again.  Subsequently  dissensions  arose  between  him 
and  this  third  wife ;  and  the  second  wife,  from  whom 
he  had  been  divorced,  applied  to  the  court  to  open  the 
judgment  on  the  ground  of  fraud. 

The  judgment  was  opened,  and  a  trial  ordered, 
whereupon  the  third  wife  applied  for  leave  to  intervene 
as  a  party  to  enable  her  to  protect  her  right.  The  facts 
are  more  fully  stated  in  a  report  of  the  decision  of  the 
case  at  page  171  of  this  volume. 

She  also  applied  for  alimony  and  counsel  fee,  and 
one  hundred  dollars  per  week  was  ordered  to  be  paid 
for  her  support.    Counsel  fees  were  also  allowed. 

On  the  entry  of  the  judgment  above  referred  to,  the 
plaintiff  ceased  to  pay  alimony. 

While  the  appeal  was  pending  before  the  general 
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term,  the  third  wife  applied  to  the  court  for  an  order 
to  compel  plaintiff  to  pay  up  the  alimony  under  the 
previous  order,  or  if  that  was  denied,  for  a  new  allow- 
ance and  for  counsel  fees.  It  was  conceded  on  the 
argument,  that  the  old  order  for  alimony  ceased  with 
the  judgment.  The  motion  was  therefore  argued  for 
a  new  allowance  and  for  counsel  fees. 

In  the  mean  time  the  general  term  had  heard  and 
decided  the  appeal  from  the  decree. 

T.  C.  T.  Buckley,  for  plaintiff. 

John  L.  Hill,  for  the  third  wife,  the  applicant. 

Davis,  J.,  (orally). — I  may  as  well  dispose  of  the 
questions  involved  in  this  motion  now  while  they  are 
fresh  in  my  mind,  from  the  argument,  and  the  consid- 
eration which  I  have  given  them,  vrith  my  brethren  of 
the  general  term. 

The  whole  subject  of  alimony  is  regulated  by  statute. 

The  court  is  authorized  in  every  suit  brought  for 
divorce,  or  separation,  to  require  the  husband  to  pay 
a  suitable  sum  to  enable  the  wife  to  carry  on  the  suit. 
No  distinction  is  made  between  a  suit  for  divorce  upon 
the  ground  of  nullity  of  the  marriage,  or  for  any  other 
cause ;  all  are  denominated  divorces,  or  separations. 

In  the  early  part  of  the  present  case,  Mrs.  P.  was 
permitted  to  appear  as  a  party  for  the  protection  of  her 
rights.  This  was  perfectly  proper,  because  the  pro- 
ceeding was  one  in  which  she  was  deeply  interested. 
The  plaintiff  had  succeeded  in  obtaining  a  decree  re- 
leasing him  fVom  his  second  wife,  on  the  ground  of  a 
prior  marriage  ;  the  third  wife,  whether  properly  or  nbt^ 
had  married  and  had  children  by  him,  relying  doubt- 
less, to  some  extent,  upon  this  decree.  It  was  then 
alleged  by  the  same  wife,  that  this  decree  was  a  fraud 
upon  her,  as  well  as  upon  the  court,  and  ishe  there- 
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upon  applied  to  have  it  vacated,  and  to  have  her 
ni&rriage  restored. 

Of  course  the  third  wife  was  vitally  interested  in 

tbis  proceeding.    Justice  and  eqaity  required  that  she 

Blxonld  have  notice  of  the  proceedings,  and  be  permitted 

iJi     some  way  to  participate  for  the  protection  of  her 

riglitfl.    She  therefore  petitioned  to  be  made  a  party  in 

form,  and  was  with  obvious  propriety  permitted  the 

I'^Slits  of  a  party  for  this  purpose  alone.    Being  in  this 

s^nse  a  party,  she  was  entitled  to  prosecute  her  suit  to 

this  extent,  and  to  an  allowance  for  her  support,  and 

for    her  expenses  to  protect  and  enforce  her  rights,  so 

lon^  as  the  necessity  for  her  appearance  continued. 

Botti  alimony  and  counsel  fee  were  ordered,  as  it  ap- 

Pea.r8.    It  was  quite  immaterial  that  she  was  neither 

pla.iiitiff  or  defendant  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 

^xxt  came  into  coart  voluntarily  afterwards.    There  was 

^l>vious  propriety  in  her  participating  in  a  proceeding, 

the  object  of  which  was  to  affect,  or  which  might  affect 

her  marriage.    The  action  was  for  a  divorce  ;  that  was 

*^  that  was  necessary  under  the  statute,  after  she  be- 

^^^^tte  an  actual  party,  to  give  her  the  right  to  both  ali- 

i^^or^y  and  counsel  fee,  irrespective  of  tiie  question  of 

^^^  legality  of  the  marriage,  which  it  was  conceded  had 

P^^O  in  fact  entered  into  between  the  parties.    This 

5?^Partite  proceeding  was  thus  prosecuted  to  judgment. 

*^^  object  of  her  presence  in  the  suit  had  been  accom- 

I^^Blied.   So  far  as  she  was  affected  by  the  suit,  she  was 

'^^otected  by  the  judgment.    She  was  therefore  dis- 

'^^^^^oed  as  a  party. 

,  ^  ^ut  Mr.  P.  was  not  satisfied  with  this ;  he  insisted 
,  "^^t  she  was  a  party  as  to  whom  he  was  entitled  to  a  final 
•'^^gment.  He  was  therefore  seeking  to  have  her  made 
«p^  l>arty,  and  to  obtain  a  decree  against  her  as  such. 
^^*^  have  just  examined  that  question  at  the  general 
,  and  concluded  that  she  was  only  allowed  to  inter- 
for  a  special  object,  and  there  having  been  no  sup- 
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plemental  pleading  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  create 
an  issue  as  to  her,  there  was  no  issae  npon  which  the 
court  could  pronounce  a  judgment  of  divorce  as  to  her, 
even  under  the  present  system  of  practice.  The  result 
is  that  she  is  not  now  a  party,  and  certainly  has  not 
been  a  party  since  the  final  judgment.  She  cannot 
therefore  be  entitled  to  alimony  as  such  party.  But  the 
question  of  counsel  fees  is  by  no  means  controlled  by  this 
conclusion  as  to  alimony.  As  I  have  said,  the  plaintiff 
is  now  struggling  to  make  her  a  party,  and  she  is  re- 
sisting his  efforts.  In  this  effort,  she  is  plainly  entitled 
to  have  the  services  of  counsel,  and  it  is  obvionsly 
proper  that  the  plaintiff,  who  has  placed  himself  in  the 
relation  of  husband  to  her,  in  fact  should  -pSLj  for  the 
service  which  his  act  has  made  necessary.  It  is  a  part 
of  the  burden  and  expense  which  the  law  casts  ni>on 
him.  He  seeks  to  show  that  this  lady  is  not  his  wife. 
We  have  held  that  whatever  he  may  obtain  in  this  re- 
spect will  be  matter  of  strict  law. 

Having  assumed  the  obligations  of  a  husband  he 
ought  to  be  held  to  the  rule  imposing  the  burdens  of  a 
husband,  at  least  until  he  establishes  the  fact  that  he  is 
not.  If  she  was  still  a  i)arty  to  the  present  suit,  she 
would  be  entitled  to  both  alimony  and  counsel  fee. 

I  shall  therefore  deny  the  application,  so  far  as  re- 
lates to  alimony,  but  order  the  plaintiff  to  pay  a  suit- 
able counsel  fee,  for  the  argument  and  attention  to 
the  cause  on  the  appeal.  Counsel  may  agree  upon  the 
amount  if  they  can,  otherwise  I  will  fix  it.  * 


'*' Counsel  said  that  they  preferred  to   have  his  honor  fix  the 
amount.    The  court  then  fixed  the  amount  of  counsel  fee  at  fiye 
'  hundred  dollars,  and  an  order  was  entered  to  that  effect. 
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ANONYMOUS. 

[jPTo.  S-o/this  Title.'] 

^U^jTreme  Courts  Third  Departmerd;  General  Term, 

1873. 

Divorce. — ^Pleading. — ^Material  Allegations. 

^  t  hnsband^s  action  for  divorce,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  former 
irife,  who  was  still  living  at  the  time  he  married  defendant,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  commencment  of  the  action, — aii  allegation  in  the 
tnswer,  that  plaintiff  had,  before  marrying  defendant,  procured  a 
decree  of  court  adjudging  him  at  liberty  to  marry,  and  that  de- 
fendant had  thereupon  in  good  faith  married  him,  being  induced 
by  bis  fraud  to  believe  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  marry, — is  im- 
materiaL 

An  allegation  in  the  answer,  that  defendant  has  no  knowledge  or  in- 
formation sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether  the  first  wife  was 
living  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  is  a  denial  of  a  material 
allegation. 
An  allegation  in  the  complaint,  charging  defendant  with  a  knowledge 
of  the  prior  marriage  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with  plaintiff,  is 
material  upon  the  question  of  costs,  and  perhaps  on  that  of  the 
legitimacy  of  the  children,  and  of  alimony  ;  and  since  an  omission 
to  dehy  it  would  admit  it,  it  may  properly  be  denied  in  the  answer. 

The  plaintiflF  in  the  action  last  reported,  brought 
another  action  against  his  third  wife,  Constance,  for  a 
divorce  from  her  on  the  same  ground  as  those  he  relied 
on  formerly  in  his  action  of  divorce  against  his  second 
wife,  Caroline,  which  is  above  reported. 

The  allegation  of  the  complaint  were  as  follows  : 
The  above  named  plaihtiiOF  avers,  that  on  or  about 
April  23,    1839,   in  the    parish    of   Handsworth,    in 
the^  county  of  of  Stafford  in  England,  plaintiff  and 

one  Susannah  B were  duly  and  legally  married, 

and  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  for  a  period  of 
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about  one  year,  when  plaintiff  left  England,  andca 
to  the  United  States  of  America,  and  has  ever 
been  an  inhabitant  thereof.     Said  Susannah  remain 
in  England,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  betw 
defendant   and  plaintiff,   hereinafter   mentioned,  w^i^ 
living,  and  plaintiff  avers,  on  information  and  beli 
that  she  is  still  living,  and  said  marriage  between  sa^ 
Susannah  and  plaintiff  remained  and  was  in  full  fo: 
and  effect  at  the  time  of  said  marriage  between  defen 
ant  and  plaintiff  as  hereinafter  stated. 

On  or  about  the  first  day  of  July,  in  the  year 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  married  in  the  city,  count 
and  State  of  New  York,  and  lived  together  as  husba 
and  wife  until  the  month  of  July,  in  the  year  1871, 

had  issue  of  said  marriage,  to  wit :  L M j  who 

now  between  five  and  six  years  of  age,  and  N ^.  w 


is  now  between  two  and  three  years  of  age,  and  bo 
of  whom  stUl  survive.    Plaintiff  further  avers,  that 
the  time  of  said  marriage  between  plaintiff  and 
fendant,  both  defendant  and  plaintiff  were,  ever  sino 
have  been,  and  still  are,  inhabitants  of  the  State  of  Ne 
York. 

Plaintiff  further  ayers,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
mentioned  marriage,  plaintiff  had  not  seen  said  Susan 
nah,  nor  heard  from  her  for  a  long  time,  and  sup 
posed  she  was  deceased  ;  but  since  said  marriage 
tween  plaintiff  and  defendant,  it  has  been  ascertained,^ 
proved  and  established,  in  certain  judicial  proceedin 
to  which  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  parties,  that  sai 
Susannah  was  living  at  the  time  of  said  marriage  be- 
tween this  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  since  It  has  been^ 
so  ascertained,  plaintiff  and  defendant  have  not  livel 
together.  Plaintiff  further  avers,  that  before  and  at 
the  time  of  said  marriage  with  defendant,  she  wad  in- 
armed and  knew  of  said  prior  marriage  between  plain* 
ti^Tand  said  Susannah. 

Plaintiff  is  desirous  of  having  said  marriage  between 
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ifendant  and  plaintiff  dissolved  and  declared  void, 
id  hereby  applies  for  and  demands  judgment  that  the 
id  marriage  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  be  dis- 
Ived  and  declared  void,  according  to  the  statute  in 

.ch  case  made  and  provided,  and  that  said  L and 

y  be  declared  legitimate,  and  entitled  to  succeed 

personal  and  real  estate  the  same  as  though  bom 
^  lawful  wedlock ;  and  also  that  plaintiff  may  have 
ich  further  other  and  different  relief  in  the  premises 
a  shall  be  equitable,  and  the  circumstanges  of  the  case 
equire. 

The  defendant  (the  third  wife)  answered  the  com- 
daint  as  follows : 

First.  She  admits  that  in  the  year  1839,  in  the  parish 
f  Handsworth,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  in  England, 
1  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain,  the  plaintiff  and  one 

usanna  B ,  were  duly  married,  and  lived  together 

3  husband  and  wife  at  Birmingham  for  a  period  of 
bout  one  year,  when  the  plaintiff  abandoned  his  said 
ife,  left  England,  and  has  never  since  been  an  inhabi- 
int  thereof. 

Second.  She  avers  that  that  the  said  Susannah  con- 
nued  to  reside  at  Birmingham,  aforesaid,  until  the 
ear  1843. 

That  in  the  month  of  May,  in  that  year,  a  certain 
jreement  in  writing  was  duly  entered  into  by  and 
etween  the  plaintiff  iand  his  said  wife,  and  one  S 


: ,  by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  which  agreement 

was  stipulated  that  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  wife 
lould  thenceforth  live  separate  and  apart  from  each 
ther,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  though  they  were 
>le  and  unmarried,  each  without  hindrance,  inter- 
srance,  or  molestation  by  or  from  the  other,  and  by 

hich  it  was  further  agreed  on  the  part  of  said  S 

t that   he  should  indemnify  the   said   plaintiff 

gainst  certain  acts  of  the  said  Susannah. 
TTiird.  That  shortly  after  the  execution  and  delivery 
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of  said  agreement  and  articles  of  separation,  and  in  the 
month  of  September,  1843,  the  said  Susannah  inter- 
married with  the  aforesaid  S G ^  at  Birming- 
ham,  aforesaid,  and  immediately  thereafter  the  said 

Susannah  and  the  said  S G— - —  cohabited  together 

as  husband  and  wife,  left  Birmingham  aforesaid,  for 
parts  unknown,  and  from  that  time,  in  the  year  1843, 
until  the  summer  of  1872,  a  period  of  twenty-nine  years, 
were  not  known  or  heard  of  by  the  plaintiflf,  and  the 
said  Sasannah  was  supposed  to  be  long  since  dead  at 
the  time  of  this  defendant's  marriage  with  the  plaintiff, 
as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

Fourth.  This  defendant  has  no  knowledge  or  infor- 
mation sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether  the  said 
Susannah  was  living  at  the  commencment  of  this  action. 
Fifth.  That  in  the  month  of  October,  in  the  year 
1843,  the  above  named  plaintiff  intermarried  with  one 

Caroline ,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  county  of  Kings, 

New  York,  and  thereafter,  and  until  on  or  about  the 
year  1863,  a  period  of  twenty  years,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  said  Caroline  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wife. 

Sixth.  That  in  the  month  of  November,  in  said  last 
named  year,  1863,  the  said  plaintiff  commenced  an 
action  of  divorce  against  his  said  wife  Caroline,  in  this 
court,  and  such  proceedings  were  had  in  said  action 
that,  on  the  seventh  day  of  March,  1864,  a  judgment  was 
rendered  by  this  court,  and  on  said  day  was  duly 
entered  in  said  action,  by  the  terms  of  which  judgment 
the  said  marriage  contracted  by  and  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  said  Caroline,  on  October  21,  1843,  was 
adjudged  and  decreed  to  be  null  and  void,  and  was 
thereby  dissolved,  and  by  which  it  was  further  adjudged 
and  decreed  that  each  of  the  parties  to  said  action,  to 
wit,  the  said -plaintiff  arid  the  said  Caioline,  were,  and 
should  be  henceforth  at  liberty  to  marry  again,  as 
though  said  marriage  between  them  had  never  been 
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had.    That  a  copy  of  said  judgment  is  hereto  annexed, 
marked  schednle  A,  and  forms  a  part  of  this  answer. 

Setentli.  That  thereafter  the  plaintiff  proposed  to 
this  defendant  to  contract  marriage  with  her,  and  in 
order  to  induce  her  to  consent  thereto,  and  to  convince 
her  of  his  right  to  contract  such  proposed  marriage  on 
his  part,  the  said  plaintiff  exhibited  to  this  defendant 
the  said  judgment  of  this  court,  and  read  to  her  such 
portion  thereof  as  adjudged  and  decreed  the  dissolution 
of  the  plaintiff's  former  marriage,  and  granted  liberty 
to  the  plaintiff  .to  marry  again,  as  though  such  foimer 
marriage  so  dissolved  had  never  been '  had,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  and  there,  and  frequently  thereafter,  rej)- 
resented  to  this  defendant  that  he  had  the  legal  right 
imder  such  judgment  to  marry  this  defenAant. 

That  this  defendant  consulted  her  friends  and  re- 
lations, as  well  as  legal  counsel,  as  to  such  proposal  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  con- 
tract lawful  marriage  with  her  under  the  terms  of  said 
Judgment  and  decree  of  this  court,  and  this  defendant 
being  so  advised  by  counsel,  and  relying  upon  said 
judgment  and  the  representations  of  plaintiff,  was  in- 
duced to  believe,  and  did  believe,  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff had  legal  right  to  contract  marriage  with  her,  and 
trusting  to  and  relying  upon  the  permisfcion  given  by 
this  court  in  and  by  said  judgment  and  decree,  and  the 
l^presentation  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  consented 
to  contract  marriage  with  the  plaintiff,  and  accordingly 
on  or  about  the  first  day  of  July,  1865,  the  plaintiff  and 
t;he  defendant  were  married,  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  from  that  day  until  on  or  about  the  month 
of  October^  1871,  they  cohabited  together  as  husband 
and  wife,  when  in  the  month  last  mentioned  the.  plain- 
tiff expelled  the  defendant  from  his  house. 

Eighth.  The  defendant  denies  that  before  and  at 
the  time  of  her  said  marriage  with  the  plaintiff,  she 
'was  informed,  or  knew,  or  had  reason  to  believe  of  the 
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former  marriage  between  plaintiff  and  his  first  wife,  the 

said  Susannah  B ,  or  the  grounds  upon  which  said 

judgment  of  divorce  was  founded. 

ninth.  The  defendant  further  alleges  that  her  said 
marriage  with  the  plaintiff  was  contracted  in  good  faith, 
and  without  any  knowledge  or  information  or  suspicion 
of  any  legal  impediment  thereto,  and  in  implicit  con- 
fidence and  reliance  upon  the  permission  granted  by 
the  judgment  aforesaid  and  upon  the  representations 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that 
the  complaint  be  dismissed,  or  that  in  case  such  mar- 
riage should  be  dissolved,  that  suitable  provision  be 
made  by  the  judgment  of  this  court  for  her  support 
and  maintenance,  and  the  support,  maintenance  and 
education  of  her  children  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  that 
end  she  humbly  submits  her  rights  in  the  premises  to 
the  judgment  of  the  court 

The  court  at  special  term,  upon  motion,  struck 
out  all  the  second  subdivision  of  said  answer  after  the 
figures  ^'1843"  in  the  third  line  thereof;  and  all  of 
the  third  subdivision  down  to  the  word  "  unknown," 
in  the  eighth  thereof ;  and  all  the  fourth,  fifth,  sixth, 
seventh,  and  eighth  subdivisions  of  the  answer.  The 
defendant  appealed  from  the  order. 

John  L.  HiUj  for  appellant 
Stephen  Brown^  for  respondent 

By  the  Couet.* — ^Platt  Potteb,  J. — ^There  can  be 
no  question  that  most,  if  not  all  of  the  matters  stricken 
out  of  the  defendant's  answer  were  immaterial  in  an 
action  by  the  plaintiff  for  divorce  based  upon  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute,  that  the  plaintiff  had  another  and 
a  former  wife  living  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  to  the 

Present^  Mtt.t.p!ti^  Pottbb  and  Parksb,  J  J. 
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defendant;  and  though  such  marriages  are  void  (2 
Sev.  Stat.j  139,  §  5,  subd.  2),  yet  it  would  seem  that 
the  party  who  has  knowingly  entered  into  such  second 
marriage  cannot  relieve  himself  from  his  civil  liabilities 
under  such  second  marriage  until  legally  relieved  by  a 
decree  of  the  court  upon  application  made  therefor  (2 
Bev.  8tat.j  142,  §  22  ;  1  Id.  5  ed.,  vol.  3,  p.  233,  §  33). 

The  complaint,  it  will  be  seen,  avers  a  marriage 

between  plaintiff  and  one  Susannah  B ,  in  England, 

in  1839 ;  that  he  (plaintiff)  left  her  in  England  about  one 
year  thereafter ;  and  in  July,  1865,  married  the  de- 
fendant in  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  he  continued  to 
live  with  her  from  then  until  July,  1871,  and  had  issue 
by  her,  two  children,  who  now  survive.  These  are  all  the 
material  facts  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  except 
also,  that  his  first  wife  is  still  living,  and  that  the  said 
marriage  with  her  remained  in  full  force  at  the  time 
of  his  marriage  with  the  defendant,  and  also,  for  cer- 
tain purposes,  that  she  was  living  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  (2  Hev.  Stat.,  142,  §  22).  It  is  the 
&ir  construction  of  the  complaint,  that  the  plaintiff 
absented  himself  from  his  former  wife,  from  the  year 
1840,  until  his  marriage  with  the  defendant,  but  there 
is  no  written  allegation,  nor  inference,  that  she  ab- 
sented herself  from  him.  Proper  matters  for  defense 
in  such  an  action,  are,  that  the  former  wife  was  not 
living  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  to  the  defendant ; 
that  she  was  not  living  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  and  also,  all  matters  relating  to  the 
question  of  the  legitimizing  of  the  children;  and 
qaestions  affecting  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  perhaps, 
also  the  question  of  alimony,  are  proper  to  be  set  up  in 
the  answer. 

In  this  view,  I  think  the  matter  set  up  in  the  fourth 
subdivision  of  the  answer,  and  stricken  out,  ^Hhai  the 
dtfendant  has  no  knowledge  or  ivforTaoiion  sufficient 
Inform  a  belitf  whether  the  said  Susannah  was  living 
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ai  the  commencement  of  this  action^'*  web  a  inat^:Kal 
allegation  in  order  to  join  issue  upon  the  statemen.*^  JP 
the  plaintiflTs  complaint,  thai  she  is  stiU  limiig.  TUThis 
allegation  should  not  have  been  stricken  out. 

So,  too,  I  think,  that  so  much  of  the  eighth  sn^Tt^di- 
vision  of  the  defendant' s  answer  stricken  out^  as  is  ina-  ^e 
following  words :  ^^  Tlie  defendant  denies  thai  he^^^^^ 
avd  ai  the  time  of  the  said  marriage  with  theptairm^^^^^ 
she  wa^  informed^  or  Icnew^  or  had  reason  to  be^  ^we 
of  the  former  marriage  between  the  plaintiff'  aTu^        -^** 

first  wifCy  the  said  Susannah  B ,"  was  mat^^^^^ 

as  an  answer  to  the  allegation  in  the  complaint,  ^^^^ 
before  and  at  the  time  of  said  marriage  with  drfen^^:^^^'^ 
she  wa^  informed  and  knew  of  said  first  marr^^^^^ 
between  plaintiff  and  said  SusannahJ*^  Though 
fact  of  knowledge  might  not  be  a  perfect  defense, 
omission  to  deny  the  charge  would  be  an  omission 
fact  very  material  upon  the  question  of  costs,  and 
haps  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  children  and  of  alim< 
If  it  was  material  to  charge  this  knowledge  upon 
defendant,  it  was  equally  material  for  her  to  deny 
not  true.  It  does  not  well  become  the  plaintifT 
object  to  her  denial  of  a  fact  which  he  relies  upoi 
sufficiently  material  against  her  to  charge  in  the  c 
plaint.  The  other  matters  struck  out  at  special  t< 
do  not  seem  to  be  material  to  the  issues  to  be  ti 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  modified 
above  suggested,  without  costs  to  either  party  on 
appeal. 


i 
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MULLANEY  against  SPENCE. 

yUy  Ccmrt  qf  Brooklyn;  Oeneral  Term,  January j 

1874. 

^EOLioEKCE. — Cause  op  Action. — ^Trespasser.— Ik- 
pant. — Nonsuit. 

*be  fact  that  a  person,  injured  by  a  dangerous  machine  negligently 
left  unguarded,  was  technically  a  trespasser,  when  injured,  does  not 
necessarily  preclude  the  recovery  of  damages. 

>efendant  had,  in  his  coal  yard,  an  elevator  worked  by  steam,  close  to 
the  line  of  the  sidewalk  ;  and  during  the  intcrmiivsion  of  work,  the 
sliding  door  by  which  it  was  commonly  shut  oflf  from  the  street,  was 
left  open  ;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  person  to  guard  it,  a  child, 
who  approached  it,  was  caught  and  crushed  by  th^  descending  car. 
Eeldy  in  the  administrator's  action  to  recover  damages,  that  it  wai^ 
improper  to  grant  a  nonsuit  on  these  facts  ;  and  that  the  question 
of  the  defendant's  negligence  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

t  is  negligence  to  leave  a  dangerous  machine  in  motion,  unguarded, 
in  such  an  exposure,  that  children  playing  near  might  be  expected 
to  be  drawn  to  it  by  curiosity,  and  injured. 

rhe  parents  of  the  child  in  this  case  lived  in  a  quiet  neighborhood  in 
the  city,  where  few  vehicles  passed,  and  the  mother  permitted  the 
child  to  play  upon  her  steps  with  other  boys,  watching  him  mean- 
while as  her  work  permitted.  Held,  that  the  question  of  her  negli- 
gence, in  not  keeping  him  away  from  the  machine,  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

• 

This  action  was  brought  by  Michael  Mullaney,  ad- 
Qinistraior,  against  William  Spence,  to  recover  five 
housaud  dollars  damages  for  the  death  of  the  plaintiflfs 
hild,  four  years  and  six  months  old,  caused  under 
ircurastances  which  fully  appear  in  the  opinion. 

The  case  now  came  before  the  court  on  appeal  from 
.  judgment  of  nonsuit,  and  from  an  order  denying  a 
notion,  made  upon  the  judge's  minutes,  for  a  new  trial. 
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Henderson  Benedict^  for  plaintiff,  appellant. — ^That 
plaintiff  might  recover  if  the  child  and  its  mother  were 
not  gnilty  of  negligence,  even  though  it  was  technically 
a  trespasser  cited,  besides  the  cases  in  the  opinion 
(Coupland  v.  Hardigham,  3  Camph.^  398 ;  Chapman  v. 
Parlane,  3  Scotch  Session  Cases  [1  «er.],  401 ;  8  8. 
&  D.  Ji.j  585 ;  Temperance  Hall  Ass.  v.  Giles,  33  If. 
J.  L.  [4  Fr.]  260 ;  Davis  v.  Hill,  41 JV.  H.,  329 ;  Algier 
t.  Lowell,  3  AUen  [Mass.\  402 ;  Shearman  and  R.  an 
Negligence,  p.  411,  §  359 ;  p.  668,  §  605 ;  p.  641,  §  590  ; 
p.  670,  §  608  ;  p.  38 ;  Daly  v.  Norwich  R  ,  26  CbW., 
591 ;  Brown  v.  Lyn,  31  Penn,  St.,  510  ;  Townsend  v. 
Walker,  9  East,  277 ;  Loomisi).  Terry,  17  Wend.,  497; 
Norris  v.  Litchfield,  35  i<^.  jy.,  271 ;  Conklin  v.  Phenix 
Mills,  62  Barh.,  299  ;  Pirmstone  v.  Wheeley,  2  2).  A 
L.,  208  ;  see  Deane  v.  Clayton,  7  Taunt.,  489). 

II.  The  deceased  had  not  attained  that  age  when  a 
person  is  considered  in  law  sui  juris,  or  responsible 
for  their  own  conduct.  He  cannot  be  charged  with 
contributory  negligence  to  defeat  an  action  against  one 
who  negligently  injured  him.  He  can  only  be  held  to 
that  degree  of  care  to  be  reasonably  expected  from  one 
of  his  age.  If  his  custodian  was  negligent,  he  is  re- 
sponsible for  it.  If  his  custodian  took  proper  care,  he 
has  the  benefit  of  it  (Mangam  v.  Brooklyn  R.,  88  N. 
r.,  460 ;  Ihl  V.  42d  St.  R.,  47  N.  Z.,  323 ;  Bellfontaine 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Snyder,  18  Ohio  St.,  399 ;  Schmidt  v. 
Milwaukie  R.,  23  Wis,  186). 

III.  The  mother  of  deceased  took  proper  care  of 
him.  She  had  her  eye  off  of  him  only  ten  minutes.  In 
no  reported  case  where  there  has  been  evidence  the 
custodian  took  any  care  at  all  to  keep  the  child  out  of 
the  street,  has  the  court  ever  taken  a  case  away  from 
the  jury,  and  said  as  matter  of  law,  the  custodian  was 
negligent.  In  Hartfield  r>.  Roper,  21  Wend.,  615;  and 
Lehman  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  29  Barb.,  there  is  no 
evidence  the  parents  took  the  slightest  care  to  keep  the 
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c^liildren  out  of  the  street.  In  most  all  of  these  cases 
t  "lie  children  were  voluntarily  permitted  to  run  in  the 
s  treat.  But  where  there  has  been  evidence  the  street 
as  not  very  dangerous,  not  a  great  many  vehicles 
casing  (as  in  Cosgrove  v.  Ogden,  49  N.  J.,  265  ;  Karr 
_  Parks,  40  Cal,  188  ;  Abb.  U.  S.  Dig.  (1872;  483), 
where  the  parent  allowed  the  child  to  go  into  the 
^fcjeet,  even  though  a  dangerous  street,  with  an  attend- 
ee, though  the  attendance  was  only  a  child  nine  years 
d  (Ihl  V.  42d  Street  R.  R.  Co.,  47  N.  T.,  323),  the 
urt  have  held  it  a  proper  case  for  the  jury,  and  not 
ligence  per  se  (See  also  Keller  v.  N.  Y.  Central,  2 
b.  CI.  App.  Dec.  J  480 ;  Jetter  v.  N.  Y.  &  Harlem  R. 
.,  Id.,  458;  Schmidt  f).  Milwaukie  E.  23  Wis., 
^;  1871,  Westchester  R.  v.  McElivee,  67  Pa.  St.  311). 

IV.  Defendant's  negligence  being  gross,  he  is  liable 
n  if  the  mother  of  the  deceased  was  negligent  in  tak- 
care  of  him  (Hartfield  v.  Roper,  21  Wend. ;  Mangam 

^Brooklyn  R.,  supra;  King  v.  Wells,  1  JB.  D.  Smith, 

;  Carter  t.  Towne,  98  Mass.,  568 ;  Grill  v.  Gen.  Iron 

*,  Law  Rep.  1  Com.  PL,  600 ;  affirmed  exchequer 

mber,  3  73.,  476 ;  O'Flaherty  v.  Union  R.,  45  Mo., 

V.  There  is  no  evidence  that  deceased  was  guilty  of 
tributory  negligence.  No  one  witnessed  the  accident; 
tributory  negligence  will  not  be  presumed.  A  plain- 
is  not  bound  to  show  he  was  free  from  negligence 

"•il  defendant  has  proved  he  was  guilty  of  uegli- 
ce.    If  deceased  exercised  proper  care  (and  it  is  to 
3)re8umed  he  did  till  contrary  is  shown ) ;  defendant 
XJable  for  any  negligent  injury  to  him,  without  regard 
^he  question,  whether  his  custodian  was  negligent  or 
(Ihl  V.  42d  St.  E.,  47  N.    T.,  223;  McMahon  v. 
jor,  33  -flT.     T.,   647:   Shearm.   on  JSTeg.,  p.  52; 
ilara  v.  Hudson  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  38  iT.  T.,  445  ;  Costello 
'^^   Syracuse  Railroad,  65  Barb.,  99  ;  Johnson  v.  Hudson 
^^Ikoad,  20  N.  F.,  65). 

H.   8. — ^TV.— 21 
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S.  D.  Morris  and  8.  E.  PearsaUj — Insisted  ttz»at 
thb  only  question  at  the  trial  was  one  of  law  for  *ziie 
conrt  (Ernst  v.  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  How.  Pr.,  107;  8^    * 
Jl.  Neg,,  §  11 ;  Pitts.  &  Con.  R.  R.  Co.  n.  Mcaur^,      B6 
Pmn.,  294 ;  2  P.  F.  Smith,  282 ;  11  Casey,  71 ;  9  -.^^^-i 
318 ;   Dascom  7>.  Bnflfalo  &  State  line  R.  R.  Co.  ,       2^ 
Barb.,  222;  Hartfield  v.  Roper,  21  Wend.,  615;  S-f^'^n- 
cer  V.  Utica  &  Schenectady  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Barb.,  dSTST     ;  8 
Hill,  692;   6  Id.,  282;    19  Weitd.,  399;    Sheffielii       «• 
Rochester  &  Syracuse  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.,  339  ;  Har-  ^ng 
X.  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  13  ld.,9\  Pierce 
Am.  JR.  R.  Law,  272,  et  seq). 


on 


e 


By  the  Court. — Reynolds,   J. — Two  questJ- 
arise  in  this  case.    First.    Was  the  defendant  guilt 
any  negligence  contributing  to  the  injury?    The 
fendant  is  the  proprietor  of  a  coal-yard  in  Baltic- 
in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.    In  his  yard  he  makes  us^^      ^' 
an  elevator  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  coal  from  ox^  ™ 
on  the  sidewalk,  and  distributing  it  through  the 
The  elevator  is  worked  by  steam,  and  stands,  accoL  _ 
to  plaintiff's  evidence,  eight  inches  from  the  line  of    ^^^  1 
sidewalk.    When  not  in  use  it  is  commonly  shut    ^^v 
from  the  street  by  a  sort  of  sliding  door,  but  at    '^SjJW 
time  of  the  injury  to  deceased  this  door  had  been  ^  "^r 
open  during  an  intermission  of  the  work,  and  wl»^  v^ 
the  defendant,  who  himself  acted  as  engineer,  was       ^^ 
sent,  leaving  the  fireman  in  charge  of  the  place, 
some  reason,  which  does  not  appear,  the  elevator  ^ 
in  motion,  and  while  it  was  coming  down  slowly,  a  ^^^^y^ 
as  the  witnesses  say,  without  any  perceptible  noise,   ^*^^^^^^ 
deceased  child  was  caught  by  the  descending  car  ^-  ^ 
crushed.    It  is  very  likely  that  the  deceased,  drawa      ^^^ 
the  curiosity  of  a  child,  was  looking  at  the  engL^^^ 
which  stood  a  few  feet  inside,  and  was  just  visible  fr""^^^^^?*^ 
the  open  doorway.     The  fireman  was  back  by    ^     ^ 
engine,  and  there  was  no  guard  or  other  means 


or 


e 
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»tection  or  warning  against  the  danger  to  be  appre- 
ided  from  the  operation  of  the  machinery. 
Do  these  facts  present  sufficient  evidence  of  negli- 
ice  on  the  part  of  defendant  to  warrant  the  snbmis- 
Q  of  the  question  to  the  jury? 
There  is  a  namerons  class  of  cases  holding  that  the 
□ler  of  land  adjoining  a  highway  is  bound  to  use 
e  in  maintaining  his  own  premises  in  snch  a  con- 
ion  that  persons  lawfully  using  the  highway  may  do 
i;^th  safety.  If  a  person,  for  instance,  makes  an 
lavation  so  near  the  highway  that  one  lawfully 
ag  the  way  and  using  ordinary  caution  might  acci- 
itally  slip  and  fall  into  it,  he  will  be  liable  for  a 
jsance  to  the  highway  (see  Barnes  v.  Ward,  9  C.  B.j 
: ;  Hadley  v.  Taylor,  L.  JR.^l  Com.  Pleas^  63. 
The  case  of  Vale  v.  Bliss,  50  Barb.j  358,  was  deter- 
led  upon  this  principle,  and  it  was  there  applied  in 
lalf  of  a  man,  who,  meeting  some  obstruction  at 
hi  on  the  sidewalk,  instead  of  taking  the  carriage 
y,  turned  in  upon  the  premises  of  defendant,  several 
t  from  the  line  of  the  sidewalk,  and  fell  into  an  area 
front  of  a  building  in  course  of  erection. 
These  and  the  like  are  cases,  however,  where  per- 
is have  been  injured  while  in  the  ordinary  use  of  the 
jhway  for  purpose  of  travel ;  while  it  is  claimed  by 
endant,  and  seems  quite  probable,  that  the  deceased 
^iated  from  the  sidewalk  for  the  purpose  of  looking 
o  defendant's  yard. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases,  however,  invoked 
plaintiff's  counsel,  which  seems  to  involve  a  further 
nciple,  applicable,  as  I  think,  to  the  case  before  us. 
will  suffice  to  refer  to  a  few  of  these.  Lynch  v. 
iidin,  1  Ad,  &E.  N.  S.  29 ;  S.  C,  41  Eng.  Com.  L.,  343 ; 
\£.  <fe  TT.,  248,  has  often  been  cited  with  approval, 
iendant's  servant  left  his  horse  and  cart  unattended 
the  street.  Plaintiff,  a  child  seven  years  old,  got 
on  the  cart  in  play.    Another  child  incautiously  led 


334         ABBOTT'S   PRACTICE    REPORTS. 

Iflnllaney  c.  Spence. 

the  horse  on,  and  plaintiff  was  thrown  down  and  hnrt 
It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable  in  an  action 
on  the  case,  though  the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  and 
contributed  to  the  mischief  by  his  own  act,  and  that  it 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  defendant's 
conduct  was  negligent,  and  the  negligence  caused  the 
injury.  Lord  Denman,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said,  in  substance,  that  no  greater  degree  of  care 
was  to  be  required  than  was  compatible  with  his  age 
and  capacity,  and  that  if,  in  getting  on  the  cart,  he 
merely  indulged  the  natural  instinct  of  a  child  in 
amusing  himself  with  the  empty  cart,  the  defendant 
could  not  avail  himself  of  that  fact. 

Birge  v.  Gardiner,  19  Conn.^  606,  was  decided  by  a 
court  of  great  weight  and  authority.  The  defendant 
had  set  up  a  gate  on  his  own  land,  by  the  side  of  a  lane 
through  which  the  plaintiff,  a  child  between  six  and 
seven  years  of  age,  with  other  children,  was  accustomed 
to  pass  between  his  residence  and  the  highway.  In 
passing  along  the  lane  he  put  his  hand  on  the  gate  and 
shook  it,  causing  it  to  fall  on  him  and  break  his  1(^. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict,  which  was  sustained 
by  the  supreme  court. 

Church,  Ch.  J.,  says:  **The  plaintiff  was  a  child, 
without  judgment  .or  discretion,  and  it  was  submitted 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  such  a  child  ought  to  be 
chargeable  with  fault,  so  as  to  defeat  his  recovery,  or 
whether  or  not  the  acts  done  by  him  were  not  rather 
the  result  of  childish  instinct,  which  the  defendant 
might  easily  have  foreseen.  It  might  perhaps  have 
been  going  too  far  for  the  court  to  have  said,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  a  child  of  this  age  could  not  be  so 
blameworthy  as  to  excuse  the  defendant.  We  will  not 
say  that  such  cases  may  not  be  imagined,  or  may  not 
sometimes  occur. 

^^  But  it  was  favorable  to  the  defendant,  and  he  cannot 
complain  of  it,  that  the  age  and  condition  of  the  plain- 
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■,  connected  with  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  were 
I>nt  to  the  jury,  for  them  to  determine  what  degree  of 
ult,  if  any,  was  imputable  to  the  plaintiff.  It  cannot 
claimed  that  the  law  would  require  the  same  acts  of 
c^aution  and  prudence  in  a  child  as  in  a  man." 

In  Whirley  v.  Whiteman  (1  Head  [Teuii.],  610),  it 
Appeared  that  the  defendant  owned  a  paper  mill  in 
^^ashville,  the  machinery  of  which  was  propelled  by 
s-team.     There  was  a  shaft  proceeding  from  the  engine 
1:1.01186  and  extending  through  the  wall  of  the  mill 
l:ioase.    On  the  end  of  this  shaff,  some  eight  or  ten 
xnches  outside  the  wall,  was  fixed  a  cog  wheel,  which 
geared  into  another  cog  wheel.  The  wheels  revolved 
ten  to  twenty  inches  from  the  ground.    They  were 
si»l>oiit  twenty  feet  from  the*  street,  in  an  open  space,  en- 
tirely exposed,  without  any  cover,  guard  or  enclosure. 
X^laintiflf  was  about  three  years  old,  and  his  mother 
lived  on  the  other  side  of  the  street,  nearly  opposite  the 
xnilL     The  wheels  were  generally  in  motion.    Plaintiff 
&nd  other  children  were  in  the  habit  of  playing  about 
tixe  mill.    One  day  when  the  engineer  and  other  hands 
^were  absent  at  dinner,  leaving  the  wheels  running,  the 
X>lBinti^  was  caught  by  them  and  injured.    The  wheels 
xuight  have  been  easily  boxed,  or  an  enclosure  made 
Ground  them,  so  as  to  have  avoided  the  danger  of  injury 
to  any  one.    The  jury  found  for  defendant,  and  the 
Verdict  was  set  aside  as  contrary  to  the  evidence.     The 
oourt  say :  "  We  feel  clear,  upon  the  facts  proved  in 
this  record,  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, perhaps,  it  might  be  said,  gross  negligence,  in 
leaving  machinery  so  exposed,  as  that  by  possibility, 
it  might  be  the  cause  of  injury  to  others.  ...   In  play- 
ing about  the  cog  wheels,  the  plaintiff  was  but  indulg- 
ing the  natural  instinct  of  a  child,  but  yielding  to  the 
temptation  into  which  he  was  led  by  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant."     After  noticing  the  above  cases  and 
others,  the  court  say :  "  These  cases  rest  upon  the 
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principle,  that  the  law  imposes  restrictions  upon  ever] 
one,  as  well  in  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  his  property 
as  in  his  personal  actions  and  conduct,  and  that  thongi 
a  man  do  a  lawful  thing,  yet,  if  any  damage  therebj 
befall  another,  he  should  be  answerable  if  he  migh 
have  avoided  it^'  (See  BrooTas^  Legal  Maxims^  248). 

I  shall  notice  but  one  case  further  on  this  point 
The  Sioux  City  &  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  plaintiff  in  error,  v 
Stout,  lately  decided  in  the  U.  S. supreme  court,  17  WaU. 
067,  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  injnr| 
sustained  upon  a  turn-table  belonging  to  the  defendani 
(plaintiff  in  error).  We  have  been  furnished  with  i 
copy  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  Hunt,  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  sis 
years  of  age,  living  with  his  parents.  The  turn-tabk 
was  in  an  open  space,  about  eighty  rods  from  th< 
depot,  on  the  defendants'  own  land,  near  two  traveled 
roads,  with  a  few  houses  in  the  neighborhood.  Plain- 
tiff,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  parents,  went  witli 
two  other  boys  to  the  depot,  and  when  they  arrived,  11 
was  proposed  by  some  of  them  to  go  to  the  turn-table 
to  play.  It  was  not  attended  or  guarded  by  any  em- 
ployee of  the  company,  and  was  not  fastened  or  Jocked, 
and  revolved  easily  on  its  axis.  Two  of  the  boys  at 
tempted  to  turn  it,  and  the  plaintiff's  foot  was  caught 
and  crushed.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict,  th^ 
judgment  upon  which  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court.  The  judge  below  had  charged  the  jury,  that  tc 
maintain  the  action,  it  must  appear  by  the  evidence 
that  the  turn-table,  in  the  condition,  situation,  and 
place  where  it  then  was,  was  a  dangerous  machine,  one 
which,  if  unguarded  or  unlocked,  would  be  likely  tc 
cause  injury  to  children ;  that  they  were  further  tc 
consider,  whether,  situated  as  was  the  defendant'e 
property  in  a  small  town,  remote  from  habitations, 
there  was  negligence  in  not  anticipating  that  ii^niy 
might  occur  if  it  was  left  unlocked  or   unguarded. 


NEW  SERIES:    Vol.  XV.  327 

Mcillaney  «.  Spence. 

This  charge  was  approved.    The  court  say  :  "If,  from 

the  evidence  given,  it  might  justly  be  inferred  by  the 

Jury,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  construction,  location, 

management  or  condition  of  its  machine,  had  omitted 

"tliat  care  and  attention  to  prevent  the  occurrence  of  ac- 

c^idents,  which  prudent  and  careful  men  ordinarily  be- 

\  the  jury  was  at  liberty  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.'' 

This  and  some  of  the  preceding  cases  will  dispose 

any  objection  arising  from  the  fact  that  the  deceased 

have  been  technically  a  trespasser.    Judge  Hunt 

:  "  We  conceive  the  rule  to  be  this,  that  while  a 

x-aib'oad  company  is  not  bound  to  the  same  degree  of 

c^are  in  regard  to  mere  strangers,  who  are  unlawfully 

^Cixx>n  its  premises,  that  it  owes  to  passengers  conveyed 

it,  it  is  not  exempt  from  responsibility  to  such 

strangers  for  injury  arising  from  its  negligence,  or  from 

its  tortious  acts."    Upon  authority  and  principle,  it 

laeems  to  me  it  might  well  have  been  left  to  the  jury 

"^^hether  this  elevator,  so  situated,  was  not  a  dangerous 

^sachine,  when  left  unguarded   and  in  motion,  and 

"^vhetlier  the  defendant  should  not  have  anticipated  just 

lanch  a  casualty  as  did  occur  unless  some  precaution 

"^ras  made  use  of  to  insure  safety. 

It  is  said  the  sidewalk  at  this  place  was  rough  and  un- 

^finished.    It  was  nevertheless  a  highway,  and  perhaps 

cjuite  as  likely  to  be  frequented  by  children,  as  if  it  had 

1>een  flagged.    It  would  have  been  quite  easy,  when  no 

^oal  was  being  delivered,  to  close  the  sliding  door  and 

'thus  prevent  children  from    coming   into  dangerous 

■proximity  to  the  machinery  ;  or  at  least,  it  would  seem 

^  require  some  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  fact, 

that  while  the  car  was  in  motion,  so  close  to  the  side- 

iKraik,  and  with  no  barrier  between,  there  was  no  person 

about  to  guard  against  accidents. 

I  come  now  to  consider  the  second  question.  Was 
the  mother  of  the  deceased  guilty  of  negligence,  in  per- 
mitting him  to  escape  into  the  street,  and  wander  away 


328         ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

'Mullane;  «.  Spence. 

to  the  place  of  the  accident.  It  appears  that  th< 
parents  of  the  child  lived  about  a  block  from  tb 
coal  yard,  in  a  quiet  though  somewhat  thickly  settled 
portion  of  the  city,  inhabited  principally  by  workioj 
people,  with  their  fiimilies,  and  where  there  were  ba 
few  vehicles  passing.  The  father  was  away  at  work 
and  the  mother  was  cleaning  the  room.  The  deceased 
who  is  stated  to  have  been  an  intelligent  and  forwarc 
child,  four  and  a  half  years  old,  was  permitted  by  th< 
mother  to  go  upon  the  front  stoop,  to  play  with  tw< 
little  boys,  whose  age  does  not  appear.  Deceased  wai 
charged  not  to  leave  the  stoop,  and  the  mother  kep 
such  watch  over  him  as  her  work  permitted,  looking 
out  three  times  during  a  period  of  twenty  minutes ;  th< 
last  time  she  missed  the  child,  and  immediately  startec 
in  pursuit,  but  too  late,  as  she  found  him  after  he  wai 
killed. 

Judge  Grover,  in  Mangam  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  R 
Co.  38  JV.  y.,  456,  speaking  of  the  degree  of  care  re 
quired  in  keeping  children  from  the  street,  says :  "Th< 
counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that  it  must  be  sncl 
care  as  effectually  to  accomplish  the  object,  and  tha 
any  thing  short  of  this  is  negligence.  While,  on  th< 
other  hand,  it  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  to  con 
stitute  negligence  in  the  parent  or  guardian,  then 
must  be  an  omission  of  such  care  as  persons  of  ordinarj 
prudence  exercise  and  deem  adequate  for  that  purpose 
The  latter  appears  to  be  the  conclusion  required  by  tb< 
analogies  of  the  law.  Legal  negligence  is  the  omissioi 
of  such  care  as  persons  of  ordinary  prudence  exercise 
and  deem  adequate  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case." 

Considering  the  situation  in  life  of  the  parents,  th< 
character  of  the  neighborhood  where  they  lived,  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  deceased  was  per- 
mitted to  be  upon  the  stoop,  I  think  it  is  going  too  fai 
to  say  that  the  court  should  withdraw  the  question  ol 
negligence  from  the  jury.    A  great  many  families  living 
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in  the  city,  who  are  not  able  to  employ  an  attendant  for 
oJuxldren  of  that  age,  do,  notwithstanding,  permit  them 
liberty  of  the  sidewalk,  practically,  with  a  great  de- 
of  safety.  I  think  it  will  accord  with  our  obser- 
on  to  say,  that  children  of  the  age  of  deceased,  are 
n  more  cautious,  when  out  of  doors,  than  those  of 
a.  larger  growth.  What  the  law  requires  is  ordinary 
&VK3.  reasonable  care,  taking  all  the  circumstances  into 

unt  (See  Karr  7).  Parks,  40  Cal.  188). 
Q  Cosgrove  v.  Ogden,  49  N.  F.,  255,  the  plaintiff 
a  boy  nearly  six  years  of  age.    The  parents  lived 
ew  York  city,  in  a  locality  very  much  like  that  in 
«tion  here,  and  permitted  the  child  to  go  upon  the 
s*'=*^^^^t  unattended,  where  he  was  injured  by  the  falling 
^^  I'Cimber.    Judge  Gbovek  says,  "The  law  can  not  as- 
e  that  such  boys  are  incapable  of  protecting  them- 
es from  any  danger  to  be  apprehended  in  such 
^'-^^^^^ts  and  roads.    The  question  as  to  negligence  of  the 
^^nts  was  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,   and  their 
clears  them  from  such  an  imputation.''     In  the 
last  cited,  it  wiQ  be  observed  the  child  had  per- 
ion  to  go  into  the  street,  while  in  the  case  before 
ere  was  an  effort,  a  jury  might  say,  a  reasonable 
to  keep  the  child  upon  the  stoop, 
-t  should  also  be  remarked  that  the  injury  to  the 
^^^^^^sed  did  not  accrue  from  any  of  the  perils  ordi- 
'^^^^ily,.  or    naturally  incidental    to  exposure    in  the 
®  ^'^^^*=*t ;  for  all  that  appears,  the  child  may  have  been 
^^^i^rely  competent  and  cautious  enough  to  have  avoided 
r'^^^i ;  but  the  accident  was  the  result  of  a  cause,  which 
X>^rent  would  not  ordinarily  be  expected  to  antici- 
3    or   guard    against.       K   the    infant    was    not 
^'^^     Juris^  and  it  certainly  cannot  be  held  as  matter  of 
^^    that  it  was,  it  was  incapable  of  forfeiting  its  remedy 
^^^•ixifit  a  wrongdoer  by  its  personal  negligence  (See  38 
^^^      X;,  460  ;  Ihl  V.  Forty-second  St.  R.  R.  Co.,  47  If. 
S17). 
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Some  of  the  authorities  noticed  in  the  disctussion  o 
the  first  point  also  have  a  bearing  upon  this. 

Although  the  facts  upon  which  these  questions 
arise,  are  substantialllj  undisputed,  it  seems  to  me  thii 
is  one  of  these  cases,  where  different  minds  of  equa 
intelligence  might  honestly  draw  different  conclusioni 
from  them,  and  if  so,  the  case  should  be  left  to  the  jui] 
for  their  determination.  This  rule  is  well  settled  in  thii 
and  in  other  States.  Speaking  of  these  doubtful  caaes 
Judge  Hunt  says,  in  questions  above  cited,  "Twelve 
men,  of  the  average  of  the  community,  comprising  mei 
of  education,  and  men  of  little  education,  men  of  learn 
ing,  and  men  whose  learning  consists  only  in  what  thej 
have  themselves  seen  and  heard,  the  merchant,  tb 
mechanic,  the  farmer,  the  laborer,  these  sit  together 
consult,  apply  their  separate  experience  of  the  affain 
of  life,  to  the  facts  proven,  and  draw  an  unanimoui 
conclusion.  This  average  judgment  thus  given,  it  if 
the  great  effort  of  the  law  to  obtain.  It  is  assumed  tha 
twelve  men  know  more  of  the  common  affairs  of  lifi 
tlian  does  one  man,  that  they  can  draw  wiser  and  safe] 
conclusions  from  admitted  facts  thus  occurring  thai 
can  a  single  judge.'' 

My  conclasion  is  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have 
the  case  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  that  a  new  trial 
should  therefore  be  granted. 

MoCuE,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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MAGNIN  against  DINSMORE. 

5w  TarJc  Swperior  Court;  Special  Term^  December, 

1873. 

Costs. — Ofpeb  op  Judgment. 


nder  section  885  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  as  amended  in  1851  and 
1856,  the  costs  which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to,  if  he  fails  to  obtain  a 
more  favorable  judgment  than  that  offered  him,  are  those  of  pro- 
ceedings prior  to  the  offer;  and  all  costs  which  accrued  subse- 
quently are  to  be  taxed  in  favor  of  defendant. 

costs  intended  by  this  provision  include  disbursements.* 

Elise  Magnin  sued  William  B.  Dlnsmore,  as  presi- 
ent  of  a  joint  stock  company ;  and  defendant  oflTered 
o  allow  judgment,  which  plaintiflf  did  not  accept,  but 
eut  to  trial  and  recovered  a  verdict  not  more  favorable 
ban  the  offer.    The  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial, 
^therefore,  awarded  to  the  defendant  all  costs  subse- 
quent to  the  offer. 

Upon  the  taxation  of  the  costs  by  the  clerk,  the 
^^laintiff  claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
action  for  all  proceedings  up  to  the  time  of  the  offer. 
TThe  clerk  allowed  this  claim,  against  defendant's  ob- 
;iection,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  court 

Freedman,  J. — In  section  385  of  the  Code,  aa 
amended  by  chapter  479  of  the  Laws  of  1861,  p.  903, 
^he  words  "and  if  the  plaintiff  fail  to  obtain  a  more 
favorable  judgment,  he  cannot  recover  costs,  but  ijiust 
^pay  the  defendant's  costs,"  are  separated  from  the 
"words  "from  the  time  of  the  offer"  by  a  comma,  thus 
showing  clearly  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 

*  To  the  same  effect,  Elinck  o.  Eellj,  page  135  of  this  volume. 
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tare,  which  then  for  the  first  time  enacted  the  pi 
tion  of  plaintiffs*  recovery  of  costs  in  the  cases  c< 
plated  by  said  section,  to  enact  that  such  proh 
should  run  from  the  time  of  defendants'  offe: 
should  not  relate  back  as  a  penalty  to  the  time  < 
commencement  of  the  action.  In  Burnett  v.  Wi 
15  How.  Pr.y  430,  the  same  construction  was  ad 
notwithstanding  the  court  failed  to  notice  the  exi 
of  the  comma  above  referred  to. 

It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  section  hai 
again  amended  in  respects  not  necessary  to  be  r 
Mere,  by  chapter  824  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  vol 
1845,  and  that  in  the  amendment,  as  published,  tl 
comma  has  been  omitted.  But  in  view  of  the  coi 
tion  adopted  by  the  supreme  court,  in  Burnett  v. 
fall,  of  which  the  legislature  of  1866  must  be  prei 
to  have  been  cognizant,  this  bare  omission  does  n 
se  demand  a  different  construction;  and  as  tl 
previously  adopted  is  the  more  equitable  one,  it  i 
be  retained. 

The  plaintiff,  having  recovered  a  judgment  fo: 
than  fifty  dollars,  is  the  prevailing  party,  and  a 
he  is  entitled  to  costs  under  section  303.  Under  t 
304  such  costs  are  allowed  to  her  of  course.  But 
the  operation  of  section  385  they  are  to  be  confii 
the  time  prior  to  the  offer,  and  all  costs  which  a< 
subsequently  are  to  be  taxed  in  favor  of  the  defe: 
The  costs  to  be  taxed  on  either  side  include,  as  a  i 
of  course,  the  necessary  disbursements. 

The  taxation  should  be  affirmed. 


f 
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BROWN  against  NORTHRUP. 

Toric  Superior  Court;  Special  Term,  October j 

1873. 

EiVEE. — Action  fob  Recovery  of  Negotiable 

Paper. 

^^  ^^^  action  to  recover  possession  of  negotiable  paper,  alleged  to  have. 

tn  transferred  by  plaintiff's  collecting  agent,  to  defendant,  in 

tent  of  the  agent's  precedent  debt,  the  court  may  properly 

»iDt  a  receiver,  if  plaintiff  shows  an  apparent  right,  and  not- 

^^hstanding  defendants'  denial,  especially  where  defendants  are 

>lvent,  or  have  saspccded  payment. 


ilizabeth  Brown  brought  this  action  against  Hiram 

^  ^^x*thrup  and  Joseph  S.  Chick,  to  recover  possession 

®^     ^   promissory  note,  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  she 

^^I>osited  in  bank  for  collection,  and  which,  as  she 

^^^S^>  tli6  bank  had  delivered  to  the  firm  of  Stewart, 

^*^^le  &  Co.  for  collection,  and  they  had  assumed  to 

•''^^J^sfer  to  the  defendants,  in  payment  of  their  own 

P^^oedent  debt.    It  was  further  alleged  that  defendants 

become  insolvent.  Upon  the  complaint  and  afli- 
it  setting  forth  these  grounds,  plaintiff  moved  for  a 

ver  to  take  and  hold  the  note  pending  the  action. 


L 


Gharles  Edward  Tracy,  for  the  motion. 

^each  &  Beman,  opposed. 

Vait  Voest,  J.— That  the  plaintiff  deposited  the 

^^"te  with  the  Haskell  Bank  for  collection  only,  and 

^^t  the  same  was  received  by  Stewart,  Steele  &  Co. 

?^iia  the  Haskell  Bank  for  no  other  purpose,  seems  to 

^^  established  by  the  affidavits. 
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If  this  be  so,  Stewart,  Steele  &  Co.  were  not 
thorized  to  sell,  transfer  or  pledge  the  same  to  th 
defendants. 

And  if  it  be  true,  as  is  alleged  in  the  complaint^' 
that    defendants    received    the    note    from    Stewart^^ 
Steele  &  Co.  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  the 
cannot  detain  the  same  from  the  plaintiff.   A  precedenlk' 
debt  is  not  a  good  consideration  to  uphold  the'  transf( 
against  the  true  owner. 

In  order  that  the  application  of  a  party  to  an  actio 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  be  granted,  he  shouli 
establish  an  apparent  right  to  the  property  which  is  th^ 
subject  of  the  action,  and  that  the  property  is  in  dangeiK 
of  being  lost. 

The  plaintiff  in  her  complaint  and  affidavit  show 
such  apparent  right. 

The  defendants  deny  that  the  note  was  taken  b; 
them  for  a  precedent  debt.    On  the  other  hand,  the; 
aver  that  they  took  the  same  from  Stewart,  Steele  &  Co. 
without  any  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  claim,  and  in  tb 
usual  course  of  business  ; — that  the  note  was  taken  b 
them  as  cash,  was  credited  as  cash  to  the  parties  fro 
whom  they  received  it,  in  their  account  with  them,  an 
that  the  whole  amount  was  drawn  from   them  b 
Stewart,  Steele  &  Co.  within  a  few  days  after  the  sam^ 
was  credited. 

In  disposing  of  an  application  for  the  appointme 
of  a  receiver,  the  ultimate  right  of  the  parties  to  t 
property  in  dispute  is  not  determined.    The  safety  a 
preservation  of  the  property  for  the  party  justly  ck^  ^j 
titled  to  the  same  are  to  be  guarded  and  protected. 

The  plaintiff  having  shown  by  her  affidavits  a^r  nd 
complaint  an  apparent  right,  if  the  property  is         iq 
danger  of  being  lost,  notwithstanding  the  defendan^Htar 
denial  of  the  plaintiff's  right,  and  their  assertion        of 
their  own  claim,  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  (CV> 
§  244,  subd.  1). 
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The  receiver  is  an  oflBcer  of  the  court,  and  truly  rep- 
^■^esents  the  interests  of  both  parties,  and  the  property 

the  end  is  to  be  awarded  to  the  actual  possession  of 
e  party  whose  right  and  title  is  finally  established. 

The  plaintiff  avers  the  insolvency  of  the  defendants. 

This  is  denied.  But  the  defendants  aver  that  they 
ye  suspended  payment. 

Such  suspension  by  these  defendants,  private  bank- 
rs,  puts  in  jeopardy  the  safety  of  the  property. 

If  the  suspension  continues,  and  there  is  nothing 
verred  to  the  contrary  but  that  it  may,  it  is  quite 
ikely  to  lead  to  consequences  injurious  to  the  plain- 
's rights,  in  the  event  that  it  be  adjudged  that  she 
8  entitled  to  the  note,  for  the  specific  recovery  of  which 
his  action  is  brought. 

Motion  granted. 


MATTER  OF  LIEN  ON  740  BROADWAY. 

JITwo  York  Common  Pleas ;  Special  Term^  January^ 

1874. 

Discharging  Mechanic's  Lien  on  Motion. 

The  court  vill  not,  and  it  uem%y  cannot,  on  motion,  discharge  a  lien, 
or  redace  the  claim^  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  vas  filed  three 
months  after  the  work  had  been  done  and  the  materials  furnished, 
if  the  parties  have  pleaded  to  issue  and  gone  to  trial  in  proceedings 
to  enforce  the  lien. 

In  the  matter  of  mechanics'  liens,  filed  in  this  court*, 
against  the  premises,  Nos.  740  and  742  Broadway,  four 
motions  were  made.    Three  of  the  motions  were  to  dis- 
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charge  three  liens  filed  by  W.  Jones,  on  the  grounc 
that  they  were  filed  more  than  three  months  after  th< 
work  was  done  and  materials  furnished.  The  fonrtl 
was  a  motion  to  reduce  a  lien,  filed  by  the  same  person, 
to  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  that  beiug  the  amonm 
of  work  done  and  materials  furnished  within  the  thre< 
months  before  the  lien  was  filed. 

J.  P.  Daly,  J. — ^The  motions  must  be  demed,  foi 
the  following  reasons:  Proceedings  under  the  me- 
chanic's lien  act  are  now,  and  have  been  for  the  lasl 
two  years,  pending  to  foreclose  all  the  liens  in  ques- 
tion, and  the  issues  joined  in  those  proceedings  are 
trying  before  the  referee  appointed  for  the  purpose. 
The  grounds  urged  on  these  motions  for  discharging 
the  liens  are  all  available  as  defenses  to  them  in  sncli 
proceedings.  The  party  (a  subsequent  purchaser] 
making  these  motions  may  be  admitted  to  defend  the 
premises  from  the  liens,  and  be  made  a  party  to  those 
proceedings,  if  he  apply  for  the  privilege.  His  rights, 
therefore,  can  be  fully  protected  without  resort  to  such 
motfons  as  these. 

n.  After  the  commencement  of  regular  proceedingfi 
under  the  act  to  foreclose  the  liens,  and  while  the  issues 
are  trying,  it  would  be  an  extraordinary  exercise  even 
of  lawful  authority  to  discharge  the  liens  upon  a  sum- 
mary application  of  this  character  made  outside  the 
actions.  But  I  doubt  if  the  court  has  the  power  to 
grant  the  orders  asked  for.  The  lien  act  {Laws  of  1863, 
ch.  600,  §  10)  provides  how  liens  may  be  discharged ; 
and  these  express  enactments  negative  the  idea  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  vest  in  the  court  the  power  to 
discharge  the  liens  by  other  processes,  or  for  other 
causes,  and  particularly  upon  summary  motion. 

In  the  case  of  Lutz  v.  Ey,  3  E.  D.  Smithy  630,  no 

'  authority  or  reason  is  given  for  the  statement  that  liens 

may  be  discharged  on  motion  in  these  cases,  and  the 
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statement  is  merely  ob.  dict.y  not  necessary  to  the  de- 
termination of  the  point  before  the  conrt.   The  anthori- 
ties  cited  on  the  other  hand  (Fettretch  v.  Totten,  2  Abb. 
\  JT.  8,,  264,  and  McGnckin  v.  Conlter,  10  Id.  128), 
entitled  to  greater  weight. 

IIL  Even  if  the  conrt  might,  upon  summary  appli- 
►n,  discharge  the  liens,  it  would  be  an  answer  to  the 
otions  that,  after  the  parties  interested  had  joined 
tssxie  and  proceeded  to  trial  in  regular  foreclosure  pro- 
p^^dings,  the  court  should  leave  them  to  their  remedy 
^p  snch  proceedings.  The  subsequent  purchaser  took 
premises  with  notice  of  the  liens  and  the  proceed- 
I,  and  stands  in  no  better  position  than  the  other 


IV.  The  foregoing  reasons  apply  witli  even  greater 
'e  to  the  application  for  an  order  to  reduce  the 
**xioxint  of  one  of  the  liens.    The  issues  as  to  that  are 
f^^ore  the  referee,  and  should  be  tried  in  the  regular 


^lotions  denied. 


CARNES  against  PLATT. 

^'^'^  York  Superior  Court;  General  Term^  November^ 

1878. 

^^CJEPnoNS. — New  Teial. — Delivery   of   Deed. — 
PRrviLEGBD  Communications. — Attorney 

AND  Client, 

Although  on  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  nev  trial,  asked  solely 
On  the  judge's  minutes,  the  appellant  cannot  insist  that  the  verdict 
ia  against  the  weight  of  cTidence,  yet  where  appeal  is  taken  not 
H.  fl. — XV. — 23 
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only  from  the  judgment,  but  also  from  the  order  made  on  a  sabae- 
quent  motion,  founded  on  a  case  or  exceptions,  the  court  should 
examine  the  evidence  to  ascertain  if  it  supports  the  verdict. 

It  9eem9^  that  the  objection  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight 
of  evidence  is  not  waived  by  omitting  to  ask  that  a  verdict  be 
directed,  where  the  party  subsequently  moves  for  a  new  trial  on  a 
case  and  exceptions. 

The  decision  in  this  case,  reported  in  1  Sweeney  145,  explained,  and 
the  report  co  rrected. 

The  rule  that  confidential  communications  between  attorney  and 
client  are  privileged  applies,  although  the  communications  do  not 
relate  to  litigation ;  and  it  extends  equally  to  both  parties. 

Where  a  fact  is  immaterial  unless  connection  with  a  party  is  proved, 
an  offer  to  prove  the  fact,  and  subsequently  to  give  proof  of  snch 
connection,  may  be  refused,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

William  S.  Carnes  was  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
having  been  substituted  for  A  rthur  B.  Cames,  deceased. 
George  W.  Piatt  and  John  L.  Griffin  were  defendants. 
The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  our  report  of  the  previous 
decision,  in  volume  7  of  this  series,  page  42.  That 
decision  was  reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals  (see  3 
Abb.  Ct.  App,  Dec.^  159,  note). 

The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  awarding  him  an 
estate  for  life  in  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, with  a  right  to  the  present  possession. 

Defendant  appealed. 

James  G.  Garter^  for  the  appellant. 

Daniel  T.  WaldeUy  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court.— Freedman—  J.— This  is  the  thi 
time  that  this  case  comes  before  the  general  term  of  thi 
court.    On  each  of  the  two  former  occasions  (6  Hobt. 
270,  and  1  Sweeny,  140),  it  was  held  that  the  facts  of  th 
case,  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  were  not  sufficient  t 
establish  that  Houghton  delivered  the  deed  in  questi 
to  Wetmore,  for  the  use  of  Anthony,  absolutely,  a 
with  intent  to  pass  the  title  to  Anthony  prior  to  Angg 
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f),  1854,  the  date  of  the  record  of  the  judgment  of  the 
Merchants'  Bank  of  Boston  against  Houghton,  and  that 
Vetmore  so  received  it ;  and  that  consequently  there 
Fas,  as  matter  of  law,  no  absolute  delivery  and  accept- 
nce  before  that  day.  The  court  of  appeals,  however, 
ecided  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  these  ques- 
lons,  as  questions  of  fac^  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
tances  surrounding  the  transaction.  On  the  third  trial 
tiis  was  done,  and  the  jury,  under  a  charge  which  was 
uite  favorable  to  the  defendant,  determined  these 
uestions  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  And  although  some 
ther  questions  were  formally  presented  by  a  motion  to 
ismiss  the  complaint,  yet  the  point  that  the  evidence 
Qthorized  no  other  verdict  than  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
sndant,  was  raised  neither  by  that  motion  nor  by  a  re- 
uest  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict.    The  defendant 

to 

hroughout  the  trial  treated  the  case  as  one  that  could 
le  determined  only  by  the  jury,  and  having  done  so, 
r  his  motion  for  a  new  trial  had  been  made  solely  on  the 
adge's  minutes,  he  would  not,  in  the  absence  of  error, 
^  entitled  to  argue  now  that  the  verdict  is  against  the 
veight  of  evidence  (Rowe  v.  Stevens,  12  Abb.  Fr.  iV.  S., 
>89).  But  as  the  motion  appears  to  have  been  subse- 
luently  made  on  a  case  and  exceptions,  and  the  appeal 
B  from  the  order  of  the  special  term  denying  such 
notion,  as  well  as  from  the  judgment,  it  may  be  ques- 
tioned whether,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  it  is 
lot  the  duty  of  the  general  term  to  examine  the  evi- 
lence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  ver- 
iict  should  stand.  I  have  therefore  made  such  ex- 
imination,  but  have  been  unable  to  find  any  thing  in  said 
evidence  that  under  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  as 
Snally  settled  by  the  com*t  of  appeals,  would  warrant  a 
iisturbance  of  the  verdict. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  requested  the  court 
below  to  submit  to  the  jury,  as  a  question  for  them, 
whether  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  to  Martha  B, 
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Games  was  procured  by  Charles  W.  Houghton,  and  foi 
his  benefit,  without  any  intention  to  retain  a  lien  on 
securit}^  on  the  judgment  for  the  money  advanced 
obtain  the  assignment.     The  court  refused  to  submir 
this  question  to  the  j  ury,  and  to  such  refusal  defend- 
ant's  counsel  duly  excepted.    The  law  applicable 
this  branch  of  the  case  must,  for  the  purposes  of  thi 
appeal  at  least,  be  deemed  to  have  been  laid  down  i 
the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Monell,  on  th 
second  appeal.    This  opinion  was  the  opinion  of  th 
court  on  that  occasion,   and  not  a  mere  concurrin 
opinion,   as  erroneously  reported  in  1    Sweeny^  145«^ 
The  same  request  was  substantially  made  in  that  case,^ 
and  the  question  now  presented  was  therefore  neces — 
sarilv  involved  in   the  decision  enunciated.    The  la 
as  there  laid  down,  stands  unreversed  to  this  day,  an< 
must  for  that  reason  still  control.    It  is  true,  the  evi- 
dence given  on  the  present  trial,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  request  now  under  consideration,  was  more  volumi- 
nous than    that  given  on  the  preceding   trial.    But 
when  tested  by  the  rules  laid  down  in  -the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  Moxell,  above  referred  to,  it  was  in  legal 
eflPect  no  stronger  than  on  the  preceding  occasion,  and 
consequently  the  request  for  its  submission  to  the  jury 
was  properly  denied. 

The  offer  of  the  defendant  to  prove  by  the  witness 
Litch,  that  he  was  originally  employed  by  Charles  W. 
Houghton  in  relation  to  enforcing  this  judgment  against 
the  property  described  in  the  complaint,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  advice  from  the  witness,  arrangement  was 
made  between  Charles  W.  Houghton,  and  Mr.  Carnes, 
that  Mr.  Carnes  should  procure  an  assignment  of  the 
judgment  in  his  own  name,  or  that  of  some  third  person, 
and  that  the  subsequent  proceedings,  in  order  to  en- 
force the  judgment,  should  be  had  under  the  direction 
of  such  assignee,  was  properly  excluded  for  the  reasons: 
1.  That  because,  so  far  as  it  went,  it  was  insufficient  to 
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itablish  a  defense ;  and,  2.  Becaase  it  called  for  the  dis- 
-s^loBure  of  confidential  communications  that  had  passed 
"•xetween  an  attorney  and  his  client.    It  has  long  been 
asettled,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Wigram,  V.  C,  in  Wal- 
^ngham  v.  Qoodricke,   3  Sare,  124,  that  commuui- 
ca^ons  between  solicitor  and  client  made  pending  liti- 
.j^tion,  and  with  reference  to  such  litigation ;  or  made 
l>eforo  litigation,  but  in  contemplation  of  and  with  ref- 
erence to  litigation  which  was  expected  and  afterwards 
Arose ;  or  made  after  the  dispute  between  the  parties 
Jbllowed  by  litigation,  but  not  in  contemplation  of  or 
with  reference  to  such  litigation,  are  privileged  from  dis- 
closure, whether  the  party  interrogated  be  the  solicitor 
or  the  client.     It  has  also  been  settled  that  professional 
communications  between  a  party  and  his  professional 
adviser,  although  they  do  not  relate  to  any  litigation 
^ther  commenced  or  anticipated,  are  privileged  where 
the  solicitor  is  tte  party  interrogated.     This  privilege 
now  extends  equally  to  both  parties  (Minet  v.  Morgan, 
81  W.  A,  467;  L.  J2.,  8  C%.,  361 ;  Williams  tJ.  Pitch, 
18  iT.    r.,   646,   550 ;  Britton  v.   Lorenz,  45  iT.    T., 

61,  59). 

The  renewal  of  the  last  offer,  with  the  addition  that 

the  offered  proof  was  to  be  confined  to  what  occurred 
between  the  witness  and  Houghton,  and  that  it  was  to 
be  connected  subsequently  with  proof  that  Mr.  Carnes 
was  made  cognizant  of  the  arrangement — not  by  this 
witness — and  assented  to  it,  and  came  into  it,  was  also 
properly  rejected.  It  was  open  to  the  same  objections 
as  the  first  offer,  and  to  the  additional  one  that  the  pro- 
posed evidence  was  clearly  not  competent,  unless  the 
plaintiff  was  connected  with  it  The  refusal  to  receive 
it  before  such  connection  was  made  was  a  matter  resting 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  therefore  not  the 
subject  of  an  exception. 

The  remaining  exceptions  appear  to  be  equally  un- 
tenable. 
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The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should 
severally  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Babbour,  Ch.  J.,  and  Monell,  J.,  conctured. 


THOMAS  against  KIRCHER. 

New  York  Ofjmmon  Pleas ;  Bpecial  Term^  JanuaT\ 

1874. 


SUPPLEMENTAKY  PEOCEEDIlfGS. — AdJOUBSICENT. — 

Contempt. 

A  creditor  in  supplementary  proceedings,  who  neglects  to  adjoum  or 
extend  the  proceedings  after  the  examination  of  the  debtor  haa 
been  had,  thereby  aUows  the  proceedings  to  drop,  and  cannot  sab- 
sequently,  without  notice  to  the  debtor,  compel  a  witness  to  appear 
and  testify. 

The  plaintiffs  in  two  actions  against  Barcher  having 
recovered  judgment,  took  supplementary  proceedings 
.  against  the  defendant,  and  now  applied  to  the  court  to 
punish  F.  W.  Billings,  a  witness  whom  they  had  sub- 
poenaed, for  contempt  in  refusing  to  answer  questions 
put  to  him. 

J.  P.  Daly,  J. — There  was  no  proceeding  pending 
in  which  the  witness  Billings  could  be  required  to 
appear  and  be  examined  as  a  witness.  The  original 
order  or  proceeding  supplementary  to  the  execution  for 
the  examination  of  the  judgment  debtor  was  not  i>end- 
ing.  It  had  terminated  by  failure  to  adjoum  or  extend 
it  after  his  examination  had  been  taken  and  sworn  to 
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J  him.    The  judgment  debtor  was  out  of  court,  and 
he  proceedings  were  equally  so. 
The  second  order  requiring  the  judgment  debtor  to 
appear  and  be  examined  wa?  never  served  upon  him, 
and  he  was  not  in  court  without  such  service.    There 
<5an  be  no  proceeding  before  the  court  for  the  examina- 
"tion  of  a  judgment  debtor,  where  he  has  not  been 
T)rought  in  by  personal  service,  or  where,  after  such 
service,  and  after  the  return  day,  no  continuation  is 
had  by  adjournment.     If  the  judgment  debtor  cannot, 
under  such  circumstances,  be  examined,  a  witness  can- 
not be,  for  it  is  ''on  an  examination,"  under  section 
392,  that  the  witnesses  may  be  examined  by  either 
party.    The  examination  of  the  witness  must  be  had  at 
a  time  and  place  of  which  the  judgment  debtor  has 
notice.    It  must  be  the  "  time  and  place  specified"  in 
the  order  for  examination  of  the  judgment  debtor,  or 
such  time  and  place  aa  the  examination  is  duly  ad- 
journed to.    This  is  necessary  to  protect  the  judgment 
debtor's  rights  in  the  due  and  orderly  administration 
of^ustice. 

The  judgment  debtor  here  had  no  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  the  examination  of  the  witness  Billings, 
and  no  notice  that  any  such  examination  was  to  be  had. 
He  was  suffered  to  depart  after  his  examination  under 
the  original  order,  and  no  adjournment  was  had  nor 
farther  notice  of  proceedings  for  examination  given  to 
him.  He  was  never  served  with  the  second  order.  To 
terminate  the  first  proceeding  no  express  order  was 
necessary  (Squire  v.  Young,  1  Bosw.,  690).  Jurisdic- 
tion is  lost,  unless  the  proceedings  are  continued  by 
adjournment  (Ammidon  v.  Wolcott,  16  Abb.  Pr.^  314 ; 
Howes  V.  Barr,  7  Hobty  463). 

Motion  denied. 
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BROWN  against  NIESS. 

New  YorTc  Common  Pleas ;  Special  Term^  Januar 

1874. 

Judgment  by  Default. — Dismissal  of  Appeal. 

Motion  at  Special  Term. 

According   to  the  practice  of  the  Now  York  common  pleas,  a  di 
missal  of  appeal  is  not  the  exclusive  remedy  for  neglect  to 
the  printed  papers,  but  the  general  term  have  power  to  afl^rm  b; 
default)  and  if  they  do  so,  the  court  at  special  term  will  not  in-^ 
terfere  with  the  judgment. 

This  action  was  brought  by  James  A.  Brown  agains 
Margaretta  Niess.    It  now  came  before  the  court  on  de- 
fendant's motion  to  set  aside  for  irregularity  a  judgmen 
of  affirmance  rendered  at  general  term. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.— Defendant  appealed  to  the  general 
term  of  this  court  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  re- 
port of  a  referee.  The  c^se  on  appeal  was  settled  Oc- 
tober 26,  1873,  and  filed  December  19,  1873.  Due 
notice  of  argument  for  January  general  term,  1874,  Teas 
given  by  respondent,  and  service  admitted  by  appel- 
lant's attorney.  Note  of  issue  was  duly  filed  for  Janu- 
ary term,  1874.  No  printed  copies  of  the  case  were 
ever  served  by  appellant  on  respondent,  as  requjred  by 
rule  50.  Respondent  did  not  make  any  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  under  rule  50.  When  the  cause  was 
regularly  reached  in  its  order  on  the  general  term,  cal- 
endar, respondent  answered  ready. .  Appellant  stated 
to  the  court  that  the  cases  had  not  been  printed,  and 
asked  for  a  postponement  of  the  argument.  This  was 
refused,  and  appellant  not  being  ready  to  argue  the  ap- 
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peal,  judgment  of  afilrmance  was  rendered  by  the  gen-- 
eral  term. 

Appellant  now  moves  at  special  term  to  set  aside 
jucli  judgment  as  irregular,  on  the  ground :  That  where 
he  appellant  has  failed  to  serve  printed  copies  of  the 
$ase  pursuant  to  rule  50,  the  respondent  cannot  wait 
ind  take  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  appealed  from 
rhen  the  cause  is  reached,  but  must  move  under  rule 
0,  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  The  practice  of  the  superior 
curt  to  that  effect  is  cited  in  support  of  this  view  (36 
low.  Pr.^  366 ;  2  Sweeny ^  700  ;  1  Jcmes  &  Spencer,  502). 

The  answer  to  tliis  application  is,  that  the  general 
erm  of  this  court,  with  knowledge  of  all  the  foregoing 
acts,  allowed  the  respondent  to  take  an  affirmance  of 
he  judgment,  and  did  not  require  him  to  move  to  dis- 
qIss  the  appeal  for  want  of  service  of  the  printed 
>ax)ers.  That  disposition  of  the  question  settles  the 
practice  in  this  court,  which  would  seem  to  be  that  sug- 
;ested  in  the  superior  court  in  1862  (Oates  v.  Groupe, 
5  Abb.  Pr.j  263).  It  was  there  said  that  the  remedy  to 
Lismiss  the  appeal  was  not  exclusive,  but  respondent 
night  wait  and  take  affirmance  by  default  if  appellant 
lad  not  served  his  papers.  The  general  term  has 
orisdiction  of  the  appeal,  to  affirm,  reverse,  or  modify 
he  judgment  appealed  from,  when  a  case  has  been 
aade,  settled  and  filed  (3  Kern.,  341;  Id.,  344 ;  29  Barb.^ 
167 ;  32  Id,  664).  The  non-service  of  printed  papers 
fives  the  respondent  the  right  to  make  a  summary 
notion  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  If  he  do  not  choose  to 
lo  so,  but  waits  until  the  appeal  is  regularly  called  on 
or  argument,  it  is  so  much  to  the  advantage  of  the  ap- 
)ellant,  who  is  thus  given  additional  time  to  print  and 
lerve  copies  of  his  case.  But  for  giving  such  advantage 
o  the  appellant,  respondent  does  not  and  ought  not  to 
ose  his  term  if  his  case  be  regularly  reached.  This 
^ould  be  allowing  appellant  to  benefit  by  his  own 
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laches.  The  practice  followed  by  the  general  term 
must  be  considered  as  'settling  the  question  in  this 
court 


Motion  denied. 


NOE  against  CHRISTIE. 

Kew  YorTc  Superior  Court;  Special  Term^  January^ 

1874. 

Execution. — Jurisdiction  of  Supebiob  Crrr 

Courts. 


After  the  defendant  is  in  custody  of  the  sheiiff,  on  execation,  th 
plaintiff  cannot  issue  another  execution  against  the  person  of  thi 
defendant  on  the  same  judgment,  even  to  another  county. 

Execution  issued  out  of  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  Tori 
will  he  set  aside,  on  motion,  if  it  appears  that  defendant  was  a  n 
resident  of  the  city,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  action  was 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  defined  in  Landers  «. 
Island  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Alb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  846. 

An  execution  against  the  person  of  a  defendant  should  be  set  as! 
unless  an  execution  against  his  property  was  preyiously  issued  - 
the  sheriff  of  the  same  county,  and  returned  unsatisfied. 

Hannah  M.  Noe,  administratrix  of  Isaac  D.  Ha 
mond,  deceased,  recovered  two  judgments  against  Jd 
S.  Christie,  on  which  executions  against  the  pers^ 
were  issued  ;  and  defendant  now  moved  to  vacate 
of   such  executions,   which   had  been  issued  to 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Richmond.    The  grounds 
the  motion  appear  in  the  opinion. 
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E.  J.  Pattison.  for  the  motioiu 
ff.  T.  MarstoUj  opposed. 

Freedkan,  J. — ^An  execution  against  property  may 
tie  issaed  to  the  sheriflf  of  any  county  where  the  judg- 
ment is  docketed,'  and  several  such  executions  may  be 
issued  at  the  same  time  to  different  counties  {Code, 
}287). 

But  by  the  terms  of  section  288,  an  execution  against 
he  person  of  the  judgment  debtor  can  be  issued  only 
o  a  county  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  after 
he  return  of  an  execution  against  his  property  un- 
latisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part. 

The  defendant  being  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of 
he  city  and  county  of  New  York,  under  and  by  virtue 
>f  an  execution  issued  against  his  persdh,  upon  the 
udgment,  for  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety- 
ix  dollars  and  thirteen  cents,  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
Bsue  subsequently,  upon  the  same  judgment,  another 
xecution  against  defendant's  person  to  the  sheriff  of 
lichmond  county.  The  arrest  under  the  first  of  these 
xecutions  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  while  the 
mprisonment  continues,  and  the  issuance  of  the  second 
ras  in  direct  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Jtatutes  (2  Hev.  Stat,  364,  §  7;  3  /e?.,  5  ed.,  643,  §  7). 

The  execution  against  defendant's  person,  issued  to 
he  sheriff  of  Richmond  county,  upon  the  judgment 
or  one  hundred  and  twenty -four  dollars  and  eighteen 
«nt8,  was  perhaps  properly  issued,  provided  the  action 
9  one  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  does  not 
Lepend  upon  the  personal  service  of  the  summons 
Lpon  the  defendant  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
ity  and  county  of  New  York  (see  Landers  v.  Staten 
sland  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  346),  and  pro- 
dded an  execution  against  the  property  of  the  defend- 
knt  was  first  duly  issued  to  said  sheriff,  and  by  him 
etumed  unsatisfied. 
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Neither  of  those  facts  was  made  to  appear,  or  w 
claimed  to  exist,  although  it  did  appear  that  defenda 
at  the  time  of  his  arrest  in  New  York,  under  the 
cution  first  above  referred  to,  was  a  resident  of 
county  of  Richmond.    For  this  reason,  the  executL 
for  one  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars  and 
cents  must  also  be  set  aside. 

Motion  granted,  and  executions  set  aside,  with 
dollars  costs. 


1 


lHAGtlE.against  STAGG. 

New  York  Common  Pleas;  Special  Term^  JanvM "^^ 

1874. 

Receiver.  — Pension. 


Moneys  due  to  a  debtor,  from  the  public  authorities,  as  a  pension, 
not  be  reached  by  a  creditor  of  the  pensioner  until  actoaUy 
over  to  the  debtor. 

A  pensioner  has  no  property  in  future  payments  to  be  made  to  him 
account  of  the  pension. 


^h 


J.  F.  Daly,  J. — The  order  appointing  a  receiver  of  t_ 
property  of  defendant  (a  judgment  debtor)  was  made 
August  8,  1873.     On  November  1,   1873,    the  receiv 
received  from  the  police  commissioners  eighty-sevt 
dollars  and  fifty  cents,  being  the  quarterly  payment  < 
an  annual  pension  of  three  hundred  and  fifty  doll 
granted  defendant  as  an  ex-policeman.    The  pension     ^^ 
payable  on  the  first  days  of  February,  May,  A^  ^ 

and  November. 
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he  receiver  was  not  entitled  to  receive  this  sum.  A 
ion  is  an  allowance  without  consideration,  and  the 
nents  of  it  are  not  made  pursuant  to  any  contract 
^ligation,  but  each  payment  is  voluntary,  and  may 
ithheld  by  the  government  that  grants  it,  pursuant 
18  conditions  attached  to  the  grant.  The  debtor 
no  property  in  any  payments  to  be  made  on  ac- 
t  of  the  pension,  before  actual  payment.  Any  sum 
dj  paid,  on  account  of  the  pension,  to  the  debtor, 
ccrued,  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  receiver, 
be  seized  by  the  latter  when  such  sum  has  been 
illy  paid  to  the  debtor,  but  not  before, 
[otion  granted  so  far  as  to  require  the  plaintiff's  at- 
»y  and  the  receiver  to  repay  the  money  in  their 
Is. 
To  costs. 


FIELD  against  VAN  COTT. 

>  Torkj  Common  Pleas  ;  OeneraZ  Term^  January^ 

1874. 

iinistratiok    bond.  — ^estoppel. — liability    of 
Sureties. — Joinder  op  Parties. — Joint 
AND  Several  Bonds. 

action  on  an  administration  bond,  the  obligors  are  estopped  from 
lying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  over  the  estate  ;  and  they 
not  question  the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  for  the  disobedience  of 
ich,  the  action  on  the  bond  is  brought. 
[oint  and  several  bond,  an  action  lies  against  any  one  or  more  of 

obligors,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff. 

complaint  alleges  a  joint  obligation,  it  may  be  amended^  after 
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proof  of  a  joiDt  and  several  obligation,  so  as  to  sustain  the  jndgts*-  ^^* 
against  more  than  one,  and  less  than  the  whole  number. 
The  complaint  in  such  an  action  need  not  allege  the  grounda  o^        "^^ 
surrogate's  decree. 


Edward  L.  Field,  surviving  administrator  of  Juli^^-  ^• 
Brailesford,  sned  Joshua  M.  Van  Cott,  and  Eli  H.  R-^^sed 
in  the  New  York  common  pleas,  on  an  administraCi'^L  on 
bond,  made  by  defendants,  together  with  Thomas  CF. 

Van  Cott,  administrator  with  the  will  annexed,  of    ^*:^he 
goods,  &c. ,  of  Gabriel  Van  Cott,  deceased. 

The  complaint  was  substantially  in  the  form  wta.Sl<h 
was  sustained  in  the  case  of  People  v.  Falconer^  3 
Sand/.y  81.  But  it  also  alleged  that  the  decree 
been  docketed  and  execution  issued  and 
unsatisfied.* 

Thomas  G.  Van  Cott,  the  administrator,  was 
made  a  party  ;  although  he  signed  the  bond. 

The  defendant,  Joshua  M.  Van  Cott,  demurred 
the  complaint ;  and  raised,  besides  the  objections  tal 
on  the  subsequent  appeal,  and  which  are  fully  sta 
below,  the  further  objection  that  the  grounds  of 
decree  of  the  surrogate  in  the  plaintiflTs  favor  were 
specially  alleged.     On  this  point,  the  court,  at  s] 
term,  in  an  opinion  by  Robinson,  J.,  held  as  follow 

**As  a  pleading,  such  special  allegations  are 
dered  unnecessary  by  the  provisions  of  section  161 
the  Code  of  Procedure,  which  allows  the  statement, 
general  allegation,  that  any  judgment  or  other  del 
mi  nation  of  a  court  or  officer  of  special  jurisdiction 
duly  given  or  made,  without  stating  the  facts  coni 
ring  such  jurisdiction.    Under  this  principle  of  pit 
ing,  the  complaint,  in  my  opinion,  states  a  sufficL 
cause  of  action." 

The  defendants  then  answered,  admitting  the 
cution  of  the  bond. 


♦  Sec  People  p.  Gould,  4  Den.,  631  ;  People  c.  Laws,  8  Abb,  Pr,         ,  45(h 
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After  judgment  against  the  defendant  J.  M.  Van 
Dott,  he  appealed. 

Francis  C.  Bowman^  and  David  Dudley  Fields  for 
lie  respondent. 

By  the  Couet. — Robinson,  J. — This  action  was 
)rooght  against  the  defendants  as  sureties  upon  an  ad- 
ninistrators'  bond  given  by  Thomas  G.  Van  Cott,  in 
ifovember,  1867,  upon  the  granting  to  him  by  the  sur- 
'ogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  of  letters 
)f  administration  upon  the  estate  of  (Jabriel  Van  Cott, 
Leceased  ;  and  the  alleged  breach  of  the  condition  was 
lis  neglect  or  refusal  to  pay,  according  to  the  subse- 
luent  decree  of  the  suiTogate  (made  on  February  24, 
.871),  out  of  the  assets  that  had  come  into  his  hands,  a 
lebt  adjudged  to  be  due  the  plaintiff,  payable  from  the 
istate  of  the  intestate,  sufficient  assets  for  that  purpose 
>eing  disclosed. 

The  defense  offered  on  the  trial,  in  contrs^iction  to 
he  recital  in  the  bond,  and  against  the  prima  facie 
evidence  furnished  by  the  letters  of  administration  and 
lecree  of  February  24,  1871,  was,  **that  at  the  time  of 
he  decease  of  Gabriel  Van  Cott  (the  intestate),  at  and 
mmediately  preceding  such  decree,  he  was  not  an  in- 
labitant  of  the  county  of  New  York,  but  was  an  inhab- 
tant  of  the  county  of  Queens,  settled  there  for  the  pur- 
)ose  of  living  there." 

This  defense  was  overruled,  under  exception,  and 
ucli  ruling  is  the  subject  of  consideration  on  this  ap- 
)eal. 

The  offer  of  such  a  defense  was  rejected,  upon  the 
;round  of  estoppel^  upon  the  consideration  that  the  ap- 
)lic2ition  for,  and  granting  of  the  letters  of  adminis- 
ration,  were  upon  assumption  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
urrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York ;  and 
he  bond  being  tendered  to  enable  the  principal  to  ac- 
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quire  the  office  of  administrator,  and  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  intestate,  and  having  effected  that  ob- 
ject, both  principal  and  sureties  were  concluded  from 
questioning  the  authority  of  the  surrogate  to  grant  suich 
letters,  or  the  liability  of  the  sureties,  for  the  acts  of 
their  principal  in  the  execution  of  his  duties  as  such 
administrator,  or  the  order  made  by  the  surrogate  fix- 
ing his  liability.  The  following  authorities  of  the  courts 
of  our  State  support  the  ruling  of  the  judge  on  the  trial : 
The  People  v.  Falconer,  2  Sandf.^  81 ;  Caldwell 
7).  Colgate,  7  Barb.^  266 ;  People  n.  Norton,  9  N. 
F.,  178 ;  The  Supervisors  of  Rensselaer  v.  Bates,  17  N. 
r.,  245;  Fay  v.  Ames,  44  Barb.,  327;  Fake  v.  Whip- 
ple, 39  Barb,,  339 ;  S.  C,  39  N.  Z.,  394 ;  Coleman  v. 
Bean,  1  Ahh,  Ct.  App,  Dec,  394,  affirming,  14  Abb.  Pr., 
39  ;  The  Cumberland  Coal  Co.  v.  Hoffman  Steam  Coal 
Co.,  39  Barb.,  19.* 

In  the  People  v.  Norton,   supra,,  the  action  wae 
brought  upon  a  bond  given  by  a  trustee  substituted  bj 
the  court  gf  chancery,   upon  proceedings  by  petition 
without  bill  of  complaint,  in  a  case  claimed  to  h&vc 
been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  under  th€ 
provisions  of  the  statute  allowing  such  substitutioD 
upon  summary  application,  which,  however,  was  de- 
nied by  the  defendants,  and  such  alleged  want  of  juris- 
diction was  presented  as  a  defense  to  the  bond.     Th^ 
court  of  appeals,  however,  held  that  as  the  substituted- 
trustee  got  possession  of  the  trust  estate  under  color  oC 
such  proceeding,  both  he   and  his  surety  upon  such, 
voluntary  bond  for  the  faithful  administration  of  th» 
trust  estate,  were  precluded  from  questioning  the  au^ 
thority  under  which  he  assumed  to  have  acted.     S<^ 


*  To  the  same  effect  is  Onderdonk  v.  VoorliiB,  86  JV.  T.y  858  ;  anS. 
see  Kelly  9.  McCormick,  28  N,  r.,  820;  affirming,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  508)^ 
And  even  the  defense  that  the  obligation  was  void  for  want  of  jarii' 
diction  of  the  subject  matter,  may  be  waived  (Voae «.  Cockcrofti 
If.  F.,  415). 


f 
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in  the  Supervisors  of  Rensselaer  v.  Bates,  in  the  same 
court  {8Uj)ra)j  the  defendant  had  become  surety  that 
his  principal  should  faithfully  discharge  the  duties  of 
the  office  of  treasurer  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  an 
office  not  within  the  province  of  the  board  to  create^ 
yet  he  was  held  liable  on  such  voluntary  bond  for 
moneys  received  by  his  principal  in  such  assumed 
capacity  as  treasurer  of  the  board,  although  collected 
under  resolutions  which  that  body  could  not  lawfully 
3X188 ;  and  decided  that  both  principal  and  surety  were 
"precluded  from  questioning  the  power  of  the  board, 
^8  principals,  to  confer  upon  him  the  authority  (as 
treasurer)  under  which  he  acted." 

In  The  People  v.  Falconer  {supra\  in  the  superior 
c?onrt,  Justice  Sandfoed,  in  a  similar  case  to  the  pres- 
ent one,  said:  "It  would  be  strange,  indeed,   if  the 
s  u  x-eties  in  an  administration  bond,  after  enabling  their 
i  Jicipalto  possess  himself  of  the  personal  estate  by  its 
^icution,  should  be  permitted  to  avoid  its  obligation 
n  the  plea  that  the  officer  granting  the  letters,  and 
ing  the  bond,  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
"tter.     The  execution  of  the  bond  precludes  both  prin- 
1  and  sureties  from  gainsaying  the  surrogate's  juris- 
^^on  in  any  proceedings  for  the  assets  which  the  ap- 
**  iitment  and  bond  have  enabled  the  principal  to 
«ve." 

TIhe  distinction  is  plain  between  such  cases  as  the 
dent,  and  those  arising  upon  proceedings  in  invitumj 
st  a  party,  where  he  is  compelled  to  give  a  bond 
ther  obligation  to  procure  the  release  of  his  person, 
«^tate,  under  process  or  other  claims  sought  to  be 
against  him  under  proceedings  void  for  want 
^  Tirisdiction  in  the  officer  who  assumes  to  exercise  it, 
where  the  power  under  which  a  wrong  is  attempted 
^-^  —  e  enforced,  only  originated  in  such  void  j  urisdiction. 
*^  ^  voluntary  presentation  of  such  a  bond  as  that  sued 
^   ^n  this  case,  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  rights  not 

u.  s.— XV.— 28 
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previously  possessed  by  the  party  offering  it,  brings  the 
case  within  the  principle  of  both  legal  and  equitable 
estoppel,  by  which  a  party  is  precluded  in  a  court  of 
justice  from  denying  his  own  acts  or  admissions  where 
they  were  designed  to  influence  the  conduct  of  another, 
and  did  so  iafluence  it,  and  where  such  denial  would 
operate  to  the  injury  of  the  latter  (Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  HiUj 
215y  Herm.  on  Estop.  ^  §§  320,  321),  or  where  he  has  bound 
himself  by  written  instrument  for  the  fidelity  or  good 
conduct  of  another  in  a  private  or  public  duty  for  acts 
done  in  that  capacity  {Herm.  on  Estop.  ^  %  250,  1).  The 
authorities  of  our  own  courts  fully  sustain  the  liability  of 
the  defendants,  as  sureties  apon  the  bond  in  suit  for  the 
assets  that  came  into  the  hands  of  their  principal^  the 
administrator,  without  right  of  question  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  surrogate,  by  whom  he  was  appointed  to 
office. 

Secondly.  The  decree  of  the  surrogate,  made  on 
February  23, 1871,  directing  the  payment  to  the  plaintiff, 
by  the  administrator,  of  the  amount  for  which  (with  in- 
terest), the  recovery  has  been  had,  cannot  be  attacked 
collaterally  {Laws  of  1870,  p.  826,  ch.  359),  upon  alle- 
gation that  plaintiff  was  awarded  more  than  his  just 
proportion  of  the  assets  that  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
administrator.  An  error  in  that  respect  was  only  the 
subject  of  an  appeal  from  the  surrogate's  decree.* 

Thirdly.  The  defense  of  non  joinder  of  Thomas  Q-. 
Yan  Cott,  the  administrator,  upon  allegation  that  he 
was  a  joint  contractor  in  the  bond  in  suit,  was  disproved 
by  a  production  of  the  bond  which,  as  to  the  obligors, 
was  joint  and  several.  The  suit  was  against  the  sureties 
only,  and  against  only  two  out  of  the  three  obligors,  and 
the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  On  the  ground 
^^  that  two  out  of  three  joint  and  several  parties  to  the 


*  To  the  same  effect  is  Thayer  e.  Clark,  4  AUb.  OU  App.  2^,  afllrm- 
ing  48  Bcvrb.y  243. 
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bond  of  the  administrator,  had  been  sued,  and  not  one 
or  three."  Such  was  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  it 
has  been  altered  by  the  Code,  section  120,  allowing 
"  persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or 
instrument  to  be  all  op  any  of  them  included  in  the 
same  action  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff''  (Carman  v. 
Plass,  23  ^.  r.,  286 ;  Brainerd  v.  Jones,  11  How.  Pr.y 
609). 

But  as  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  was  solely  of  a 
joint  obligation,  and  the  proof  made,  without  objection, 
was  of  one  Joint  and  several,  the  plaintiff  should  be 
permitted  to  amend  his  complaint  conformably  to  the 
proofs  by  inserting  the  words,  *' jointly  and  severally  '* 
after  "  bind  themselves." 

The  judgment  should  be  entered  on  the  verdict  for 
plaintiff. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


STAPENHORST    against     THE    AMERICAN 
MANUFACTURING    COMPANY. 

Ifeto  TorTc  Superior  Court;  Oeneral  Term,  Nov,,  1873. 

Negligence. — Landlord   and    Tenant.  —Question 
FOR  THE  Jury. — Damages. — Pleading. 

An  action  lies  by  a  tenant  of  a  part  of  a  building  against  his  landlord, 
who  occupies  other  parts,  to  recover  damages  for  negligence  in  al- 
lowing injurious  substances  to  leak  through  from  defendant's 
rooms  into  plaintiff's  rooms;  and  the  principle  that,  as  between 
landlord  and  tenant,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  keep  in  repaiii 
without  express  contract,  does  not  avail  as  a  defense,  if  negligence 
be  shown. 
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In  such  an  action,  loss  of  custom  by  plaintiff,  in  conseqneDce  of  the 
latent  injuries  sustained  by  goods  manufactured  by  him  on  the 
premises,  is  not  admisRible  unless  alleged  in  the  complaint  as  special 
damages.  Even  gross  or  reckless  negligence  does  not  (Entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  have  the  jury  consider  the  injury  done  to  the  business, 
or  the  good  will  thereof,  in  estimating  the  damages. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  npon  the  verdict  of 
a  juiy,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  one  thoasand  seven 
hundred  and  fifty -nine  dollars  and  fifty- nine  cents. 
The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

William  Henry  ArnotcXy  for  appellant. 

Moody  B.  Smithy  for  respondents. 

By  the  Court.— Freedm an,  J. — The  complaint  al- 
L'ged  that  the  defendant  let  and  rented  to  plaintiffs  the 
first  fioor  and  basement  of  certain  premises  sitaated  on 
the  corner  of  Mott  and  Hester-streets,  in  the  city  of 
New  York;  that  the  plaintiffs  occupied  the  demised 
premises  for  the  manufacture  of  French  and  GFerman 
mustard  ;  that  during  the  same  time  the  defendant  oc- 
cupied the  upper  stories  of  said  premises  for  manufac- 
turing umbrella  frames ;  that  from  May  1, 1868,  to  June, 
1869,  oil  impregnated  with  iron  filings  or  particles  of  iron 
finely  pulverized,  leaked,  by  reason  of  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  through  from  defendant's  premises 
into  plaintiff's  mustard  mills ;  that  in  consequence 
thereof,  great  damage  has  been  done  to  plaintiff's  busi- 
ness ;  that  a  great  deal  of  their  mustard  has  been  ruined 
thereby ;  that  the  character  and  reputation  of  their 
manufacture4  mustard  has  been  ruined,  and  that  their 
business  has  been  greatly  injured  thereby;  that  the 
plaintifi's  have  been  damaged  in  the  premises,  in  the 
sum  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  that  said 
damage  has  been  done  without  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs. 
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The  gravamen  of  the  charge,  therefore,  was  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  carrying  on  its 
business  operations  in  that  part  of  the  premises  occu- 
pied for  that  purpose. 

Such  negligence  is  not  a  positive  element;  but 
it  consisted,  if  it  existed,  in  a  mere  omission  to  do 
something  which  the  law  required  under  the  circum- 
stances, or,  in  other  words,  in  a  want  of  diligence 
without  positive  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiffs.  The 
law  required  that  in  carrying  out  its  operations,  the 
defendant  shonid  use  due  diligence  to  prevent  injury  to 
the  plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  use  the  same  amount  of  care,  caution,  attention,  and 
discretion  as  the  ordinary  prudent  man  would  put  forth 
under  precisely  the  same  circumstances.  The  plaintiffs 
were  bound  to  use  similar  diligence  to  guard  against 
iigury.  The  want  or  omission  on  either  side  of  such  care, 
caution,  attention,  or  discretion,  constituted  negligence. 
Thus  the  duty  of  such  diligence,  and  consequently 
the  measure  of  negligence  was  relative  on  both  sides, 
that  is,  relative  to  the  actual  situation  of  affairs,  and 
the  means  of  knowledge  of  the  parties.  These  ques- 
tions, therefore,  had  to  be  determined  upon  aU  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  of  which  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  was  but  one,  and  a  comparatively  unim- 
portant one;  and  in  determining  them,  it  became 
necessary  for  the  learned  judge  below,  and  for  the  jury,- 
if  the  case  was  rightfully  sent  to  them,  to  place  them- 
selyes  in  the  position  of  the  persons  whose  acts  had  to 
be  judged.  The  evidence  given  upon  the  trial,  when 
considered  in  the  light  of  these  principles,  was  not  of 
such  a  character  as  would  have  authorized  the  court  to 
determine  the  diligence  or  negligence  of  eithei:  side  as 
matter  of  law,  and,  consequently,  the  questions  relating 
thereto  on  both  sides  had  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury 
as  questions  of  fact.  For  this  reason,  defendant's  ex- 
ception to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  dismiss  the  com- 
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plaint  is  clearly  untenable.  The  case  could  not  be  dis- 
posed of  on  the  simple  theory  that,  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  repair  without 
express  covenant 

A  more  serious  question  is  presented  by  the  ex- 
ceptions relating  to  the  reception  of  certain  evidence 
and  to  certain  portions  of  the  charge  that  bear  upon  the 
question  of  damages.  Evidence  had  been  given  that 
plaintiffs  business  extended  to  the  principal  cities  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  it  was 
conducted;  that  in  March,  or  April,  1869,  mustard 
commenced  to  be  returned  by  plaintifi's  customers  on 
the  gronnd  of  its  bad  quality,  and  that  in  the  course  of 
some  further  time,  all  the  mustard  manufactured  be- 
tween January  1,  and  the  month  of  June,  1869,  was 
thus  returned  ;  that  on  investigation  the  said  mustard 
was  found  to  be  utterly  worthless,  and  that  it  had  to  be 
thrown  away ;  that  thereupon  numerous  attempts  were 
made  by  plaintiffs  to  discover  the  cause,  and  that  for 
that  purpose,  and  at  great  expense,  the  mills  were  fre- 
quently stopped,  cleaned  up  and  thoroughly  inspected, 
and  chemical  analyses  were  made  of  the  mustard,  and 
of  the  materials  that  entered  into  its  manufacture  ;  and 
that  finally  it  was  discovered  that  oil  impregnated  with 
iron  was  leaking  from  defendant's  premises  into  plain- 
tiff's mustard  mills,  and  to  all  appearances,  had  been 
thus  leaking  for  some  time,  and  that  this  had  worked 
the  injury. 

Evidence  had  also  been  given  of  the  quantity 
of  mustard  thus  lost,  of  its  market  value  in  a  sound 
condition,  and  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  plaintiff's  in 
discovering  the  cause  of  the  difficulty,  and  in  obviating 
the  injurious  effects  produced.  Then  it  happened  that 
Julius  Wolff,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  being  recalled, 
was  allowed  to  testify  against  defendant's  objection  and 
exception,  that  from  the  first  of  January  to  the  first  of 
June,  of  the  preceding  year,  plaintiffs  had  about  two 
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linndred  customers,  from  which  they  realized  a  profit 

of  not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars  per  month,  and 

"iv-hich   subsequently  were  all   lost.     This  ruling  was 

erroneous  for  several  reasons.     The  complaint  did  not 

allege  the  names  of  said  customers.     It  did  not  even 

contain  an  averment  of  loss  of  customers  as  an  item  of 

special  damage,  in  general  terms.    No  such  loss  could 

■therefore  be  proven  (Hallock  v.  Miller;  2  Barb.j  630 : 

Tobias    V.   Harland,   4    Wend.^    537).     The    evidence 

«ilready  given  showed  affirmatively  that  no  damage  had 

CDccarred  prior  to  1869,  and  consequently,  the  testimony 

bjected  to  related  to  a  period  too  remote  in  any  aspect 

the  case.     For  the  damage  complained  of  not  being 

result  of  intention,  but  of  negligence,  the  law  holds 

defendant  responsible  only  for    such*  results  as 

pring  naturally, — i.  e.j  according  to  the  usual  course  of 

things,  from  defendant's  negligent  acts,  unaffected  by 

xtraneous  causes.    Upon  any  such  result  the  said  tes- 

imony  had  no  legitimate  bearing,  and  that  it  may  have 

rejudiced  the  defendant,  becomes  apparent,  when  it  is 

onsidered  in  connection  with  the  charge.     The  jury 

instructed  that  in  case  they  found  that  the  negli- 

ence  of  the  defendant  was  not  occasional,  but  general 

nd  continuous, — in  the  language  of  the  law,  gross, — 

should,  in  addition  to  the  market  value  of  the 

oods  actually  spoiled,  and  the  interest  thereon,  find 

m  the  evidence  what  damage  was  done  to  the  busi- 

of  the  plaintiffs,  and  should  also  give  them  com- 

i^Densation  for  the  loss  of  time  and  for  the  trouble  that 

iey  were  put  to.     Plaintiffs'   counsel  requested   the 

ourt  to  charge  further,  that  if  the  defendant  was  guilty 

gross,  or  of  reckless  negligence,  it  is  liable  for  the 

ia:\jury  to  the  good  will  of  plaintiffs'  business.    This 

X^roposition  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury  by  saying  : 

*  *  I  charge  you  that  in  effect,  except  I  prefer  not  to  use 

tlie  words  *good  will  of  the  business,'  but  to  say  the 

damage  done  to  the  business,  as  it  has  been  given  in 
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evidence  before  you.'*  This  was  eqaivalent  to  saying 
that  the  jury  had  a  right  to  consider  the  testimony  ob- 
jected to  in  determining  the  aggregate  amount  <^ 
damage.  * 

The  error  committed  in  the  reception  of  said  testi- 
mony cannot,  therefore,  be  disregarded,  and  this  being 
so,  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion  on  the 
questions  raised  by  the  remaining  exceptions. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  appellant  to  abide 
the  event. 

Barbour,  Ch.  J.,  and  Monell,  J.,  concurred. 


NEWFIELD  against  COPPERMAN. 

JVew  York  Superior  Court;  Special  Term,  1873. 

Cause  of  Action. — Malicious  Prosecutioit. — Libel. 
— Privileged  Communication. — Trial. 

A  complaint  presented  to  a  magistrate,  which  results  in  his  sending  a 
letter  to  the  accused,  requesting  him  to  call  and,  explain  the 
charge,  although  it  be  maliciously  made,  is  not  ground  for  an 
action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

The  rule  that  words  spoken  or  written,  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  by 
any  person  having  an  interest  therein,  &c.,  are  absolutely  privileged, 
if  they  were  pertiDcnt  and  material,  is  applicable,  not  merely  to 
trials  of  actions  and  indictments,  but  includes  every  proceeding 
before  a  competent  court  or  ma^strate  in  due  course  of  law,  wbich 
is  to  result  in  a  decision, — e,  g,j  a  complaint  to  the  fire-marsbal  to 
cause  him  to  institute  an  inquiry  as  to  the  cause  of  a  fire. 

This  action  was  brought    by  Abraham    Newfield 
against  TIayman  Copperman,  and  now  came  before  the 
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court  on  a  motion  by  defendant  on  a  case,  for  a  new 
trial. 

James  C.  Spencer^  for  the  motion. 

Samv^l  Eirsch^  opposed. 

Freedman,  J.— -This  action  was  institnted,  and  at- 
tempted to  be  tried,  as  an  action  for  a  malicious  prose- 
cution, but  was  finally  submitted  to  the  jury  as  an 
action  for  libel.  After  a  careful  re-examination  of  the 
evidence,  and  of  the  rulings  made  in  the  course  of  the 
trial,  I  still  adhere  to  the  view  then  expressed — that  the 
action  cannot  be  maintained  as  one  of  malicious  prose- 
cution. In  an  action  of  malicious  prosecution,  the 
gravamen  of  the  charge  is  that  the  plaintiff  has  im- 
properly been  made  the  subject  of  legal  process  to  his 
damage.  The  form  of  the  prosecution  is  immaterial ; 
nor  is  it  material  that  the  plaintiff  was  prosecuted  by 
an  insufficient  process,  or  before  a  court  not  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  matter ;  for  a  bad  indictment  may 
serve  all  the  purposes  of  malice  as  well  as  a  good  one 
(2  Oreenl.  on  Ev,y  §  449).  But  there  must  be  a  legal 
process  of  some  kind,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was 
subjected,  and  forced  to  submit.  This  element  is 
entirely  missing  in  the  present  case.  A  mere  note  or 
letter  of  a  magistrate  or  officer,  requesting  a  person  to 
call,  is  not  a  prosecution.    ^ 

The  next  question,  therefore,  is  whether  the  action 
was  properly  turned  into  one  for  libel.  Under  the  view 
which  was  then  taken  of  the  law  applicable  to  this  case, 
no  opportunity  being  had  to  make  a  critical  examina- 
tion, and  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  citing 
no  authorities,  the  complaint  seemed  to  contain  suffi- 
cient averments  for  that  purpose,  and  the  state  of  the 
proof  seemed  to  call  for  the  change ;  and,  if  such  view 
was  correct,  defendant  had  no  business  to  be  surprised 
by  the  ruling  which  permittM  the  change. 
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After  full  consideration  of  the  authorities  submitted 
by  the  defendant  on  this  motion,  howev'er,  I  have  be- 
come satisfied  that  snch  view  was  not  strictly  correct. 
The  true  doctrine  is  that  words  spoken  or  written  in  a 
judicial  proceeding  by  any  person  having  an  interest 
therein,  or  a  duty  to  perform  therein  as  vritness  or 
counsel,  are  not  only  conditionally,  but  absolutely  priv- 
ileged, and  no  action  will  lie  therefor,  however  &l8ey 
defamatory  or  malicious  they  may  be,  provided  they 
were  pertinent  and  material  to  the  inquiry  before  the 
court  or  oflBcer  (Perkins  v.  Mitchell,  31  Barb.,  461 ; 
Marsh  v.  Ellsworth,  2  Sweeny,  589 ;  S.  C,  1  Id.,  62; 
Suydam  d.  Moffat,  1  Sand/.,  459 ;  Warner  v.  Paine,  8 
Id.y  195;  Gilbert  v.  The  People,  1  DeniOy  43  ;  Garr  v. 
Selden,  4  JV.  F.,  91). 

And  the  term  '*  judicial  proceeding"  is  not  to  be  re- 
stricted to  trials  of  civil  actions  or  indictments,  but 
includes  every  proceeding  before  a  competent  court  or 
magistrate  in  the  due  course  of  law,  or  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  which  is  to  result  in  any  determination 
or  action  of  such  court  or  officer  (Perkins  v.  Mitchell, 
supra) . 

That  the  statements  contained  in  the  affidavit  sworn 
to  by  the  defendant,  before  the  fire  marshal  of  Brook- 
lyn, were  pertinent  and  material  to  the  inquiry  insti- 
tuted by  said  officer,  as  to  the  origin  of  the  fire,  which 
had  destroyed  plaintiff's  factory,  cannot  be  denied. 
Aside,  therefore,  from  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  as  a  complaint  for 
libel,  it  was  not  enough  to  instruct  the  jury  that  upon 
proof  to  their  satisfaction  of  defendant's  malice,  and  of 
the  intentional  falsity  of  his  sworn  statement,  they  were 
at  liberty  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  If,  for  the 
contents  of  that  statement,  plaintiff  can  maintain  an 
action  of  libel  at  all,  which  under  the  decisions  above 
referred  to  may  perhaps  be  considered  to  be  still  an 
open  question,  it  is  clear  that  he  can  only  do  so  upon 
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proof  which  takes  his  case  ont  of  the  operation  of  the 
S^neral  doctrine  above  alluded  to.  Proof  that  the  defend- 
ant maliciously  contrived  to  induce  the  fire  marshal  to  in- 
stitute the  inquiry,  and  to  subpcena  him,  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  deflendant  thus  expressly  manufactured 
l^lie  occasion  on  which  he  bore  false  witness  against  the 
plaintiff,  may  perhaps  have  that  effect.  But  without 
expressly  deciding  the  point,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
XK>8es  of  this  motion  to  say,  that  the  case  was  not  sub- 
itted  to  the  jury  upon  this  theory,  but  upon  another 
md  insufficient  theory. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be  granted,  with 
Croats  to  defendant  to  abide  the  event,  and  plaintiff  may 
liave  leave  to  amend  his  complaint,  if  he  should  be  so 
si^vised.  Order  to  be  settled  upon  a  notice  of  at  least 
^  ^o  days. 


FISHER  against  THE  WORLD  MUTUAL  LIFE 

INSURANCE  CO. 

preme  Courts  First  District ;  Special  Terra^  Marchj 

18T3. 

XEADixG. — Liability  of  Insurance  Companies. — 
Stockholder's  Action. — Parties. 

action  does  not  lie  by  a  stockholder  of  a  mutual  life  insurance 
company,  formed  under  the  act  of  1858,  to  declare  the  franchise 

iorfeited,  and  enjoin  ics  exercise,  and  have  a  receiver  appointed,  on 
^e  ground  that  defendants  made  a  false  annual  statement,  in  yio- 
lation  of  the  act  of  1858. 

e  penalty  prescribed  by  section  18  of  the  act  of  1858,  for  any  vio- 
^tlon  of  the  act,  may  be  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and 
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a  diBRolution  may  be  sought  through  the  attorney  general  in  th^» 
case  of  insolTency ;  but  the  proyisions  of  2  Btc.  8UU,,  468,  §(  39, 40,^'^ 
that  any  corporation  haying  banking  or  insurance  powers,  ftc.^ 
which  violates  any  act  binding  on  it,  may  be  enjoined  at  suit  of 
creditor  or  stockholder,  &c.,  do  not  apply  to  violations  of  the 
visions  of  the  act  of  1858,  in  reference  to  annual  statements,  or  in^ 
reference  to  any  matters  specially  provided  for  in  the  act  of  185S. 
The  stockholder's  remedy  for  any  violation  of  these  kinds  is  by  canr  ' 
ing  the  district  attorney  to  sue  for  the  penalty. 

James  W.  Fisher  sued  defendants,  alleging  in  his 
complaint  that  he  owned  fifty  shares  of  the  full  jwdd 
stock  of  defendants,*  who  were  a  corporation  under  the 
life  and  health  insurance  companies  act  of  1853,  incor- 
porated thereunder  about  September  24,  1866 ;  that 
by  the  charter,  each  stockholder  was  entitled  to  receive 
a  semi-annual  dividend  not  exceeding  three  and  a  half 
per  cent ;  that  no  dividend  had  been  paid  upon  plain- 
tiflTs  stock;  that  defendants  had  received  large  sums 
for  policies  issued  by  them,  and  their  receipts  had  been 
much  greater  than  their  expenditures,  and  that  they 
had  on  hand  money  sufficient  to  pay  to  the  stockholders 
the  semi-annual  dividends,  to  which  stockholders  were 
entitled  ;  that  defendants,  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  their 
stockholders,  had  divided  profits  among  policy  holders, 
and  had  knowingly  and  willfully  violated  their  charter 
in  this  respect.  Plaintiff  also  alleged  that  defendant's 
charter  bound  the  directors  to  make  a  true  annual  state- 
ment, and  that  in  the  annual  statement  for  1868,  they 
had  charged  a  lai-ge  sum  as  paid  to  the  stockholders  for 
interest  or  dividends,  no  part  of  which  had  in  fact  been 
paid,  and  that  the  omission,  in  subsequent  years,  to 
present  in  their  annual  statement  the  dividend  which 
was  due  to  stockholders,  was  through  fraudulent 
intent. 

Wherefore,  plaintiff  demanded  a  discovery  of  the 
books,  &c.,  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  an  in- 
junction, and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
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•  Defendant  demnrred  by  reason  that :  1.  There  was 
a  defect  of  parties  plaintiff,  in  that  plaintiff  sued  alone, 
and  not  in  behalf  of  others.  2.  A  defect  of  parties  de- 
fendant in  that  the  directors  were  not  joined.  3.  There 
was  a  failure  to  state  a  cause  of  action; 

F.  PulveTy  for  the  plaintiff. 

W.  P.  PrerUicey  for  the  defendant. 

HABDnf,   J. — ^The  plaintiff  by  his  complaint  asks 

oztr  injunction  restraining  all  the  corporate  acts  and 

^^^isiness  of  the  defendant,  and  the  appointment  of  a 

^^©oeiver  of  its  effects,  ""  to  collect,  sue  for  and  recover 

ttie  debts  and  demands  that  may  be  due." 

The  scope  and  object  of  the  bill  are  aimed  at  a 
'^^■^eiture  of  all  the  corporate  rights  of  the  defendant, 
an  injunction  is  asked  for,  which  will  suspend  its 
i:^tions. 

It  was  settled  by  ample  authority  in  this  State,  prior 
^  -A^pril  21,  1825,  that  the  court  of  chancery  possessed 
^^^  sxich  power  or  right  of  interference  with  corporations 
v*^fa.^  Attorney  General  v.  Utica  Insurance  Company,  2 
•'^-^^M.  C%.,  371;  op.  by  KLent,  Chancellor;  Attorney 
^^^n^ral  c.  Bank  of  Niagara,  1  Bopk.y  354,  op.  by  Sand- 
^■^^^x^,  Chancellor. 

The  last  case  was  decided  in  March,  1826,  and  fol- 
^^"^iiig  its  announcement  came  the  act  of  the  legislature 
^^  -A^pril  21,  1825,  which  was  adopted  and  incorporated 
f^^sequently  into  the  revised  statutes,  and  is  now  found 
^  S  Jiev.  Stat.,  Edm.  ed.,  484,  §§  39-41). 

^The  first  case  which  was  decided  under  the  act  of 


^   was  that  of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Bank  of 

^^xiango,  1  Hopk.  698, and  in,  delivering  the  opinion  in 

™^-t    case,  Chancellor  Sandfobd  took  occasion  to  refer 

"tlie  antecedent  cases,  and  to  declare  that  the  nevo 


} 
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power  granted  by  the  act  of  1825,  was  invoked  and  a^^^^ 
plicable.  Following  that  case  was  Verplank  v.  M^^^^^^' 
cantile  Insurance  Company.  ^     . 

The  vice  chancellor  granted  ex  parte  an  injnnctic^  ^  t^ 
and  appointed  a  receiver.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  ttl'*  ^"^ 
chancellor,  and  the  injunction  was  dissolved,  and  tlrf^  ^" 
receiver  discharged,  in  June,  1831,  and  the  case  was  r^r^  '^ 
mitted  back  to  the  vice  chancellor  of  the  first  circuit  i -■^^'^^ 
with  permission  to  the  complainants  to  apply  to  him  foc>*^^  ;^ 
leave  to  amend  their  bill,  so  as  to  make  the  corporatioK<:>^"^^ 
defendant  (2  Paige^  452). 

In  July,  1831,  before  the  vice  chancellor  (of  the 
circuit),  the  complainants  presented  a  petition  for  leav^ 
to  amend  their  bill  (1  Edw.  Ch.,  46-48). 

The  vice  chancellor  allowed  an  amendment  by  insert-^*^'^^ 
ing  the  corporate  name  of  the  Mercantile  Insurance  Co- 
in the  place  of  the  president  and  directors. 

The  complainants  having  so  amended  their  bill,  inC^ 
August,  1831,  a  motion  was  made  by  them,  as  stock- ^ 
holders,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  fujther  opera-  ^ 
tions  of  the  company,  and  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver. 

In  the  opinion  of  Vice  Chancellor  McCoxjn,  the  ante- 
cedent cases  were  referred  to,  denying  the  power  of  the 
court  of  chancery  to  interfere  in  such  cases,  prior  to  the 
act  of  1825,  under  the  general  equity  powers  of  the 
court ;  and  the  powers  of  the  court  to  superintend  and 
exercise  visitorial  powers  over  corporations  were 
declared  to  depend  upon  sections  39,  40,  41  and  42  of 
the  revised  statutes  referred  to  supra. 

The  Mercantile  Insurance  Company  was  not  insol- 
vent, and,  therefore,  the  question  to  be  examined  was 
wholly  dependent  upon  the  alleged  violation  of  the  act 
of  incorporation,  or  the  violation  of  any  other  act  of  the 
legislature,  binding  upon  said  company. 

The  conclusion  is  reached,  then,  that  when  the 
directors  are  alleged  to  have  fraudulently  dealt  with 
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the  f  QDds  of  the  company,  the  remedy  is  not  against 
"tile  company  in  its  corporate  character,  but  against  the 
directors  by  whom  the  fraud  is  committed  (1  Edw.^  94). 
It  is  approved  in  Robertson  v.  Bullions,  9  Barb.^ 
XOO,  and  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  107. 

From  the  foregoing  reference  to  the  origin  of 
sections  39,  40  and  41,  of  revised  statutes,  and  the 
authorities  quoted,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  depends,  as  was  supposed  by  his 
learned  counsel,  and  stated  in  the  argument,  upon  the 
sections  quoted. 

When  these  sections  were  passed  by  the  legislature, 
"there  was  no  general  law  in  this  State  authorizing  the 
formation  of  insurance  companies. 

After  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846,  the 
first  general  law  authorizing  the  formation  of  such 
companies  was  passed  in  1849,  April  10th. 

That  act  was  followed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
1.861  amending  the  act  of  1849. 

Then  came  the  act  of  1853,  ch.  463,  entitled  "An 
act  to  provide  for  the  incorporation  of  life  and  health 
insurance  companies,  and  in  relation  to  agencies  of  such 
companies."  The  act  of  1853,  by  section  22,  expressly 
irepealed  so  much  of  the  acts  of  1849  and  1851  as  relates 
to  life  insurance  companies. 

The  act  of  1853  was  amended  in  1862,  and  it  is  not 
necessary  here  to  give  the  amendments  in  detail. 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendant  was  organ- 
ized under  the  general  act  of  1853,  and,  in  pursuance 
of  its  provisions,  entered  into  the  business  now  carried 
on  by  it. 

It  is,  therefore,  not  necessary  to  look  for  any  act  or 
acts  incorporating  the  defendant,  for  no  such  act  or 
acts  are  to  be  found. 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  that  the  defendant  has, 
in  the  language  of  section  39  of  2  Mev.  Stat,  (page  484^ 
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*  *  violated  any  of  the  provisions  of  its  act  or  acts  of 
incorporation." 

Bat  section  39  of  the  Hev.  Stat,  supra^  also  provides 
for  a  case  where  an  insurance  company  "  shall  have  vio- 
lated any  other  act  binding  on  such  corporation." 

It  is  not  alleged  that  the  defendant  is  insolvent,  bnt, 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  expressly  alleged,  by  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  defendant  is  wholly  solvent. 

It  becomes  important,  therefore,  to  tarn  to  the 
general  act  of  1853,  and  the  amendments  thereof,  and 
to  consider  its  provisions  and  the  all^ations  of  the 
complaint  in  connection  therewith. 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendant,  by  patting 
fourteen  thousand  dollars  into  its  annual  statement  as 
cash  paid  to  its  stockholders  as  dividends  or  interest 
when,  in  fact,  it  was  never  paid,  made  a  false  statement 
in  1868. 

Other  allegations  are  made  in  the  complaint,  in 
respect  to  supposed  irregularities  and  improprieties  of 
the  defendant,  in  respect  to  its  annual  statement,  which 
are  claimed  to  be  in  violation  of  law. 

By  section  18  of  the  act  of  1853,  it  is  provided  that 
every  violation  of  the  act  shall  subject  the  party  viola- 
ting to  a  penalty  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  each  viokh 
tioii^  which  shall  be  sued  for  and  recovered  in  the 
name  of  the  People,  &c. 

By  section  12  of  the  act  of  1853,  an  annual  statement 
is  required,  and  its  contents  are  prescribed.  If,  there- 
fore, there  has  been  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1853,  by  the  defendant,  in  respect  to  its  annual 
statement,  the  penalty  therefor  is  prescribed  in  the  act 
of  1853,  in  the  terms  of  section  18  already  quoted. 

An  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  People 
to  recover  five  hundred  dollars,  by  the  district  attorney 
of  the  coanty  in  which  the  company  is  situated,  and 
one  half  of  the  penalty  will  belong  to  the  "informer/* 
and  the  other  half  to  the  treasury  of  the  county. 


r 
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It  therefore  is  clear  that  the  violations  of  the  act  of 
,  in  respect  to  annual  statements  by  the  defendant, 
be  the  subject  of  the  action  provided  for  by  section 
of  the  act. 

It  will  be  observed  that  section  17  of  the  act  of  1863, 
0  provides  for  an  examination  into  the  affairs  of  a 
^■npany  formed  under  the  general  act  by  the  comp 
•ller,  and  he  may  also  invoke  the  action  of  the  attor- 
jr  general,  who  may  make  application  to  this  court 
an  order  to  show  cause  against  the  company  requir- 
it  to  show  cause  why  its  business  should  not  be 
^  <::>sed.     If  its  insolvency  shall  appear,  the  court  may 
cree  a  disolution  of  the  company. 
^  It  will  be  seen  by  these  sections  that  a  penalty  is 
J^'^^^vided  for  every  violation  of  the  act,  and  the  course 
prescribed  for  a  dissolution  of  the  company  in  a  case 
ming  within  its  provisions. 

It  was  suggested  upon  the  argument  by  the  learned 
unsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  sections  39  and  40  of  the 
vised  statutes  are  applicable,  and  therefore,  that  a 
^'^cJcfiolder  can  maintain  this  action. 

This  argument  renders  it  necessary  to  consider  section 
^1,  of  the  act  of  1853,  (4  Stat,  at  Large^  p.  219,  Edm. 
^).  It  is  as  follows:  **A11  companies  formed 
Under  this  act  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  bodies 
corporate  and  politic,  in  fact  and  in  name,  and  shall  be 
subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  the  revised  statutes  in 
relation  to  corporations  so  far  as  the  same  are  appli- 
cable, except  in  regard  to  annual  statements  and  other 
matters  herein  otherwise  specially  provided  for." 

The  latter  part  of  the  words  are  very  important  and 
controlling  upon  the  question  now  under  consideration. 
The  section  is  to  be  construed  as  though  it  read  *'  com- 
panies formed  under  this  act  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  revised  statutes  in  regard  to  annual 
statements,  and  sliall  not  be  subject  to  the   revised 

N.  B.— XT. — 24 
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statutes  in  respect  to  other  matters  herein  special 
provided  for." 

The  object  of  the  exception  was  to  prevent  the  a~ 
plication  of  the  revised  statutes  to  the  annual  sta 
ments,  and  to  prevent  their  application  to  any  "oth^^ 
matters"  specially  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1853  (P< 
tefs  Dwarris  on  8lat^  119  ;  1  Wash.  C.  Ct:,  119,  op. 
Washington,  J.;  Minis  v.  United  States,  16  Prf., 

Upon  the  construction  of  section  11  of  the  act 
1863,  given,  it  must  be  concluded  that  sections  39  a 
40  of  the  revised  statutes  are  inapplicable. 

The  annual  statements  required  of  this  defenda 
are  regulated  by  the  act  of  1863. 

So  too,  that  act  provides  for  every  violation  of 
act.    The  violation  of  the  act  being  **  specially/ provide^ 
/07^^  by  it,  the  exception  found  in  section  11  expressly 
excludes  the  application  of  the  revised  statutes  to  t 
violations  of  the  act  of  1863. 

The  remedy  for  any  supposed  violation  is  to  be  pu 
sued  under  the  act  of  1863.    That  is   the  exclusivi 
remedy  in  respect  to  annual  statements,  and  in  respec  -rs 
to  every  violation  of  the  act. 

If  this  plaintiff  is  prepared  to  prove  a  violation  o 
the  act  of  1863,  then  he  can  become  an  ''informer'- 
against  the  company,  and  cause  a  suit  to  be  brought  b; 
the  district  attorney  of  the  proper  county  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  five  hundred  dollars  of  penalty,  and 
ceive  one  half  thereof,  as  provided  in  section  18,  of  th 
act. 

He  is  not  in  a  situation  to  bring  a  suit  in  his  ow 
behalf,  asking  no  personal  relief ;  a  suit  not  stated  to 
in  behalf  of  all  other  stockholders  who  will  come  in  fo: 
a  share  of  its  benefits,  who  are  similarly  situated  ( 
Barb.  610) ;  a  suit  in  which  an  injunction  and  receiver 
are  asked  for,  because  of  supposed  violations  of  the  ac 
of  1863  (1  Edwards  Ch.,  96). 

The  di^rectors  are  not  parties,  and  if  they  are  gnilf^" 
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of  firands  and  illegal  acts  in jariously  affectiDg  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff,  they  shonld  be  made  parties  (5  Paige, 
807;  9  Barb.y  66  ;  45  Id.,  510;  36  How.  Pr.,  20;  4  Abb. 
Pr.,  N.  8.,  107  ;  1  Kern.,  243 ;  55  Barb,,  667). 

Courts  of  equity  should  not  be  called  to  usurp  the 
province  of  directors,  nor  to  govern  them  in  the  exercise; 
fcirly  and  legitimately,  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them 
by  the  laws  relating  to  the  corporations  in  whose  behalf 
they  act. 

Differences  as  to  the  internal  management  can  be 
settled  by  stockholders  at  elections  of  directors  often- 
times more  judiciously  than  by  the  interference  of  a 
court  of  equity  (61  Barb.,  378). 

The  demurrer  is  sustained  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff 
to  amend  upon  payment  of  the  costs  thereof.* 


MILLERD  against  THORN. 
Court  of  Appeals,  1874. 

aAL. — Right  to  Open  and  Close. — ^Exception. — 
Issues. — Partnebship. — Release  of  Retiring 

Partner. 

light  of  the  party  holding  the  afflrmatiye  of  the  iaane,  to  open 
I  close  at  the  trial,  is  a  legal  right,  ai^d  if  refused  by  the  judge,  an 
option  lie8.t 

ordinary  action  by  several  plaintifis,  to  recoyer  money  due  on 
met  made  with  them,  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  they 

dgment  was  entered  accordingly,  and  no  appeal  was  taken, 
also  Opdyke  v.  Weed,  18  Abb.  Pr.,  228,  note  ;  Hecker  c.  Hop- 
Id.^  801,  note  ;  Gildersleeve  o.  Mahony,  5  Dtter,  888  ;  Blauson 
lartf  84  Barb,  108.     For  exceptions  to  this  rale,  see  Fry  «. 
28  Hr.  r.,  824,  affirming  8  Bow.,  200. 
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were  copartners,  becomes  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  issue  is 
cemed,  if  the  answer  admits  the  contract;  and  a  denial  in  the 
answer,  of  the  allegation  of  a  partnership,  does  not  entitle  plaint 
to  open  and  close. 
Creditors  of  a  partnersliip,  knowing  that  one  partner  had  retired,  i 
that  the  others  had  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  the  firm  debta,  took 
'  negotiable  note  of  tbc  latter  in  payment  of  a  firm  debt.     HeU  t 
he  thereby  discharged  the  other  partner.  ♦ 


Nelson  Millerd,   Theron  J.   Paine  and  Robert 
Brown,  sued  William  B.  Thorn  and  Albert  B.  Smi^fcXi, 
in  the  supreme  court,  for  goods  sold. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  copartn^^^ 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  time  of  suing,  and.  '^ 
alleged  the  sale  in  the  usual  form. 

The  answer  of  Thorn  denied  the  allegation  of  pla^B^" 
tiffs'  copartnen=hip ;  and  also  expressly  admitted  tb^^* 
defendants  had  been  copartners,  and  that  while  su  -^c^n 
partners,  they  bought  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  b^^  ^^ 
alleged  that  afterward  th(iy  dissolved  on  an  agpeeme»='  ^ 
that  Smith  should  take  the  assets  and  pay  all  the  debU- 
and  that  plaintiff,  with  knowledge  of  this  agreemei 
accepted  Smith's  individual  note  for  the  balance  di 
which  note  he  had  not  sued  on,  nor  returned. 

At  the  trial,  both  parties  claimed  the  right  to  op^  , 
and  close ;  and  the  judge  ruled  that  it  was  plaintiff''^^* 

The  effect  of  the  evidence,  as  to  the  affirmative  d^  -^^ 
fense,  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Defendant  asked  a  verdict  to  be  directed  in  his  favor  , 
and  also  asked  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed,  wbic  ^^  ^ 
were  refused  ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  plaintiff. 

The   supreme  court   affirmed  the  judgment,    th^^** 
following  opinion  being  rendered.    The  question  aria^ 
ing  upon  the  pleadings  in  this  C/ase  was,  whether  lAc:^  ^^ 
plaintiffs  had  accepted  the  individual  note  of  the  d^  -'^ 

*  Compare  Car*  «.  White,  52  N.  F.»  188,  reversing  7  Xom.,  1. 
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ndanf  Smith,  in  discharge,  or  in  payment  of  the  de- 
ndants  who,  as  former  copartners,  were  their  joint 
^btors.  The  question  was  submitted  to  the  jury  on 
stimony,  which  was  to  some  extent  conflicting,  and 
©  result  was  adverse  to  the  defendant  Thorn. 
Whether  the  acceptance  of  the  note  was  an  ex- 
iguishment  of  the  debt  of  the  firm,  depended  entirely 
3on  whether  it  was  so  agreed  at  the  time  it  was  given 
id  received. 

The  rule  is  well  established  that  no  presumption  to 
ich  effect  arises,  upon  the  delivery  and  acceptance  of 
e  note  of  a  third  person,  in  reference  to  a  preexisting 
debtedness,  and  that  the  burden  of  proving  its  accept- 
Lce  in  discharge  of  the  debt  rests  upon  the  person  seek- 
1^  to  set  it  up  as  payment  (Noel  v.  Murray,  13  i^T.  F., 
^.  The  same  rule  applies  to  cases  of  this  character. 
ie  acceptance  of  the  individual  note  of  one  partner 
ter  dissolution  of  his  firm,  in  settlement  of  a  partner- 
ip  indebtedness,  that  is,  in  payment  of  the  debt  by 
ri'eement  thereto,  is  an  extinguishment  of  the  joint 
>ligation  (Gandolfo  v.  Appleton,  40  JV.  Z.,  633) ; 
xt  whether  such  an  agreement  was  made  or  not,  is  a 
EXestion  of  fact  to  be  ascertained  and  determined  by 
roof.  The  defendant  Thorn  had  the  advantage  of 
iese  rules,  but  failed  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  Smith's 
LOte  was  accepted,  as  alleged.  The  result  is,  therefore, 
hat  he  cannot  succeed  on  this  appeal  unless  some  error 
vas  committed,  and  an  exception  thereto  was  duly 
aken.  We  have  examined  the  exceptions  and  they  are 
mavailable.  The  questions  asked  the  defendant  were 
3gitimately  within  the  scope  of  a  cross-examination, 
ontrolled  and  regulated  by  the  discretion  of  the  pre- 
iding  judge.  If  they  related  to  collateral  matters,  the 
nswers  were  conclusive.  This  is  a  familiar  rule,  and 
;  needs  no  citation  of  authorities  to  prove  it.  The 
iquiries  were,  however,  not  of  that  character,  but 
ither  cognate  to  the  examination  in  chief,  or  calculated 
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to  show  the  interest  of  the  witness  in  the  subject 
or  his  peculiar  relations  to  the  defendant  Thorn,  whL 
might  influence  his  statement.     He  was  one  of  the 
fendants,  and  a  generous  latitude  may  be  allowed  wb^ 
the  party  takes  the  stand  either  in  his  own  favor  or  t 
of  his  co-defendant. 

The  exception  to  the  question  asked  the  witn^^ss 
Nelson  Millerd,  "Did  you  ever  make  any  agreeme^^' 

with  either  of  them  (the  defendants)  in  regard  to  taki ^S 

Mr.    Smith's    note?*'    cannot    avail    the    defenda: 
Whether  such  an  agreement  was  made  or  not,  was,  11 
true,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined,  as  already  si 
gested  on  the  proofs,  and  is  also,   it  may  be  said^  '^^ 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.    The  inquiries  relat*^  ^^  . 
to  the  fact,  the  answer  gave  the  circumstances  beariK  -^"^^ 
upon  the  subject,  and  the  subsequent  examination  -  ^. 

the  witness  developed  his  knowledge  of  what  woul-^-^ 
necessarily  enter  into  the  elements  of  such  an  agie^^^^"^ 
ment.    It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  though  the  ihquir^-^^^ 
to  some  extent  involved  a  legal  conclusion,  the  answ^"^^^ 
given,  and  the  subsequent  statements  made  were  of  4tai-*T 
facts  and  circumstances  attending  and  surrounding  tlx=^-^ 
alleged  compact  about  receiving  the  note.    The  es^-^^ 
ception  is  therefore  of  no  value. 

The  proposition  that  the  defendant  Smith  becamj:^^^  ^ 
the  principal,  and  Thorn  the  surety,  under  the  circumC^^^A" 
stances    disclosed,    and    that  if    the   plaintifiis,   witX**  ^ 
knowledge  of  them,  took  the  defendant  Smith's  not^^-^ 
for  the  indebtedness  mentioned,  without  the  knowledgr^^  *^ 
or  assent  of  the  defendant  Thorn,  they  thereby  extendec>^=^-*^ 
the  time  of  payment,  and  released  Thorn,  cannot  hm-^^ 
maintained.    The  relation  of  the  principal  and  suretjt**'^^ 
existed  between  the  partners,  inter  sese^  after  the  diaso^^^^ 
lution  of  the  firm,  and  the  assumption  of  the  debts  ot^:^     ^ 
the  copartnership  by  Smith  ;  and  the  defendant  Thonr"*  *^ 
would  be  protected   in  the  application  of  the  joi] 
property  to    such  relation  (Crafts  v.  Mott>  4  iT. 


NEW  SERIES:   Vol.  XV.  876 

lOllerd  V,  Thorn. 

M  ;  Williams  v.  Bush,  1  Billy  623).  The  mere  accept- 
ice  of  a  note,  however,  by  one  partner  who  has  as- 
imed  the  obligations  of  his  firm,  or  indnlgence  shown 
m  by  the  creditor  in  reference  to  the  payment  of  the 
5bt,  does  not  deprive  the  creditor  6t  the  right  to 
cover  .the  original  claim,  on  delivering  np  the  note  to 
)  canceled  (Smith  v,  Rogers,  17  Johns. ,  340). 

The  partners  continue  to  be  principal  debtors  nnless 
le  creditor,  by  agreement  with  them,  or  one  of  them, 
langes  the  legal  statns  of  one  or  more  towards.himself. 
^e  could  not,  after  knowledge  of  a  dissolution,  and  of  the 
isumption  of  the  obligation  of  the  firm  by  one  member  of 
,  contract  personally  with  the  latter  upon  the  firm 
3sets  as  a  basis,  and  have  them  applied  to  the  payment 
f  such  individual  obligations.  They  are  applicable  to 
le  joint  debts  (Williams  v.  Bush,  %v/pTa^\  but  beyond 
lat  he  is  not  affected  by  any  arrangement  between  the 
artners,  unless,  with  full  notice  of  their  relations  to 
EU^h  other,  he  acts  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  in 
dference  to  the  joint  property.  This  case  developes 
o  fSELct  or  circumstance  of  that  character. 

The  finding  of  the  jury  established  the  absence  of 
ny  personal  dealing  with  the  defendant  Smith,  which 
eprived  the  plaintiffs  of  their  right  to  pursue  the  de- 
^ndant  Thorn. 

The  judgment  should,  for  these  reasons,  be  affirmed. 

Defendant  appealed. 

Joseph  A.  Shoudyy  for  defendant,  appellant : — Be- 
ides  the  authorities  elsewhere  mentioned,  cited,  to  the 
lointy  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  open  and  close  : 
loxie  V.  Green,  37  How.  Pr.^  97;  Huntington  t>. 
ionkey,  33  Barb.^  218.  That  the  facts  were  a  defense : 
Jvans  7i.  Drummond,  4  Esp.  89,  91 ;  Chitty  on  Cont.^ 
67;  Place  v.  McBvain,  38  N.  Z.,  96  ;  Bank  of  Albion 
1.  Bums,  46  Id.y  170 ;  Marsh  v.  Pike,  10  Paige^  597). 
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F.  A.  Paddock^  for  plaintiffs,  respondents. 

Grover,  J.' — The  party  holding  the  affirmative  upon 
an  issue  of  fact,  has  the  right,  upon  the  trial,  to  open 
and  close  the  proofs,  and  to  reply,  in  summing  up  the 
case,  to  the  jury.  This  is  a  legal  right,  not  resting  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  when  denied,  the  denial 
may  be  excepted  to,  and  the  ruling  reviewed  upon  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  (Lindsley  v.  European  Petro- 
leum Co.,  10  Ahh.  Pt.  N.  S,,  107 ;  S.  C,  3  Lans.^  176 ; 
Elwell  V.  (Jhamberiin,  31  iVr   T.,  614). 

The  defendant  in  this  case  held  the  affirmative  of 
the  issue.  The  admission  in  the  answer  that  the  de- 
fendant purchased  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  and  became  thereby  indebted  to  them 
therefor,  as  thus  alleged,  rendered  the  question  whether 
the  plaintiffs  were,  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  copartners, 
wholly  immaterial.  The  only  facts  to  be  tried  were 
those  alleged  by  the  affirmative  defense  contained  in 
tlie  answer  of  the  defendant  Thorn.  Upon  a  failure  by 
Thorn  to  give  such  evidence  to  sustain  this  defense  as 
would  make  a  case  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the 
pleadings  for  the  amount  claimed. 

The  CO- partnership  of  the  plaintiffs  was  the  only 
fact  denied  by  the  answer.  The  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  judgment  upon  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  prove 
his  affirmative  defense,  whether  they  were  copartners 
or  not.  There  was  no  occasion  to  prove  this  ;  and 
testimony  upon  the  point  should  have  been  rejected  as 
immaterial. 

The  judge,  therefore,  erred  in  denying  the  defend- 
ant the  right  of  opening  and  closing  the  proof,  fo 
which  error  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  unless  i 
appears  from  the  case  that  the  defendant  was  no 
prejudiced  by  the  en*or.  This  would  so  appear  if  ther 
was  no  question  in  the  case  that  should  have  been  uufae 
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mitted  to  and  determined  by  the  jury,  and  if  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  judge  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  amount  claimed  by  them. 

The  defense  set  up  by  the  defendant  Thorn  was, 
that  after  the  purchase  of  the  goods  from  the  plaintiffs 
by  the  defendants,  the  defendants  dissolved  the  part- 
nership existing  between  them  ; — that  it  was  agreed 
between  Thorn  and  his  copartner  Smith,   upon  such 
dissolution,  that  the  latter  should  assume  and  pay  all 
the  debts  of  the  firm,  including  that  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  goods  in  question  ;  that  these  facts  were  com- 
xnanicated  to  the  plaintiffs,  after  which  they  received 
from  Smith  his  note  on  time  in  payment  of  the  demand. 
The  defendant  Thorn  gave  evidence,  tending  to  prove 
"thefe  facts,  such  .as  made  (the  court  held,  and  rightly, 
3  think)  'a   oase   that   must   be    determined  by    the 
Jury. 

When  a  creditor  of  a  partnership,  after  dissolution, 
knowing  that  one  or  several  of  the   partners  have 
aagreed  with  the  others  to  assume  and  pay  the  debts  of 
^he  firm,  takes  the  negotiable  notes  of  those  who  should 
3)ay,  in  payment  of  the  debt  of  the  firm,  he  thereby  can- 
cels the  claim  against  the  firm  and  discharges  the  other 
-partners  {Story  on  Partnerships   276-8,  §§  155,  156, 
and  notes  ;    Collier  on  Partnership^  book  3,  §  3,  cases 
cited ;  Arnold  v.  Camp,  12  Johns. ^  409  ;  Waydell  t?. 
Xiuer,  3  Den.^  410).    I  think  the  deTendant  was  entitled 
to  have  the  jury  instructed  substantially  as  requested 
by  him  ; — that  if  the  plaintiffs  extended  the  time  of 
payment  of  the  debt  to  Smith  until  the  note  given  by 
him  therefor  matured,  Thorn  was  thereby  discharged. 
By  the  agreement  of  Smith,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  between  the  defendants,  to  assume  and  pay 
the  debt  due  the  plaintiffs,  he  became,  as  between  him 
and  Thorn,  principal  debtor,  and  the  latter  his  surety 
for  payment.     If  the  plaintiffs,  with  knowledge  of  these 
facts,  made  a  valid  agreement  with  Smith  to  extend  the 
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time  of  payment,  they  thereby  discharged  Thorn  (Col- 
grove  V.  Tallman,  2  Lans.y  97 ;  Oakley  v.  Pashaller, 
10  Bligh's  Pari.  Cas.,  548,  589). 

The  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  reversed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  event. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 
Judgment  accordingly. 


IRVINE  against  MILBANK. 
Court  of  Appeals,  1874. , 

Affirming  14  Abb,  Pr.  JV.  8.^  408. 

Joint  Debtors.— Release.  , 

A  release  given  in  favor  of  one  of  several  tortfeasors  does  not  opente 
to  discharge  the  others,  unless  under  seaL 

A  debt,  the  existence  and  amount  of  which  are  not  disputed,  is  not 
extinguished  by  payment  of  a  less  sum,  unless  a  release  by  deed  be 
given. 

A  covenant  not  to  sue  dees  not  operate  as  a  release  in  favor  of  thi 
bold  en  jointly  with  the  covenantee,  and  not  related  to  him 
sureties,  especially  if  the  covenant  reserves  the  right  to  procee£»  - 
against  them. 

After  judgment  recovered   against  the  owner  and  the  occapan 
respectively,  of  a  tenement,  for  injuries  suffered  by  reason  of  negl 
gence  in  respect  to  its  condition,  two  defendants,  the  oecnpan 
appealed,  and  the  other  paid  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  a  eaw 
less  than  the  judgment  to  be  released  from  further  liability, 
took  an  instrument  which  recited  the  recovery  of  the  joint  Jn 
ment,  the  desire  of  the  owner  of  the  premises  to  compound 
compromise,  and  obtain  a  personal  discharge,  without  prejudice 
the  plaintiff  *s  right  to  proceed  on  the  judgment  against  the 


/ 


NEW  SERIES:   ToL.  XV.  879 


Irvine  v,  Milbank. 


defendants,  and,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  a  sum  less  than  the 
judgment,  declared  the  owner  exonerated  from  all  individnal 
liability  to  the  full  extent  authorized  by  the  joint  dcbtor^s  release 
act  of  1888,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  creditor's  rights  as. 
against  all  the  other  defendants.  This  instrument  was  not  sealed. 
Eeld^  that  this  was  neither  a  technical  release,  nor  an  accord  and 
satisfaction,  such  as  to  exonerate  the  other  defendants,  or  their 
sureties  in  the  undertaking  g^yen  on  their  appeal, 
^^^liether  it  be  a  good  release  under  the  joint  debtor  act  of  1888, — 
gtieriff 

Irvine  sued  Wood    Brothers  as    occupants,   -and 
bowler  as  owner  of  premises,  for  negligence.    Judg- 
ment was  recovered.    After  appeal  to  general  teim,  by 
the  Woods,  Fowler  paid  two  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars,  and  plaintiff  gave  him  an  instrument  in  writing 
as  follows :  '•  Whereas,  I,  Alexander  Irvine,  of  the  city  of 
INew  York,  did,  on  the  1  st  day  of  July,  1867,  recover 
a  judgment^  in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New 
"York,  against  Charles  B.  Wood,  Frederick  Wood  and 
Jonathan  O.  Fowler,  jointly,  for  the  sum  of  six  thou- 
sand one  hundred  and  eighty- four  dollars  and  three  cents. 
And  whereas,  said  Fowler  is  desirous  of  individually 
CK)mpounding  and  compromising  said  joint  indebted- 
ness, so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  and  of  obtaining  his 
personal  discharge  therefrom  without  prejudice  to  said 
Irvine's  right  to  proceed  on  said  judgment  as  against 
all    the  other   defendants  therein :    Now,    therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitled,  **  An  act 
for  the  relief  of  partners  and  joint  debtors,"  passed 
April  18,  1838,  and  of  the  several  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  and  by  force  and  virtue  thereof,  and  in  consid- 
eration of  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dol- 
lars to  me  in  hand  paid  by  said  Fowler,  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  .1,  said  Irvine,  do 
hereby  make  this  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  for 
the  purpose,  under  said  acts,  of  exonerating,  and  I 
do  hereby  exonerate,  said  Fowler,  from  all  and  every 
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individual  liability,  by  reason  of  such  judgment,  or 
incurred  by  liim  by  reason  of  his  being  one  of  the  joint 
debtors  against  whom  the  same  was  so  recovered,  to  the 
full  extent  authorized  and  permitted  by  the  acts  afore- 
said4  but  without  prejudice  to  said  Irvine's  rights  upon 
the  said  judgment  as  against  all  the  other  defendants 
therein  named.  Alexander  lEVnyE." 

The  instrument  was  not  sealed. 

The  Woods  then  gave  Milbank  &  Melao,  as  surety, 
on  appeal*  to  the  court  of  appeals.  The  judgment 
was  there  affirmed  (reported  in  51  N.  F.,  224).  Plain- 
tiff then  sued  the  sureties  on  the  undertaking, 
who  alleged  that,  by  the  receipt  of  the  twenty-five  hun- 
dred dollars,  the  whole  debt  had  been  satisfied,  inasmuch 
as  one  tortfeasor  had  been  released,  and  claimed  that  the 
statute  of  1838,  as  amended,  did  not  make  thedefend- 
ants,  Woods  and  Fowler,  joint  debtors,  or  jointly  liable. 

The  superior  court  were  of  the  opinion  that  joint 
tort  feasors,  after  judgment  in  a  joint  action,  were  joint 
debtors  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  1838,  and. the 
act  of  1845,  and  gave  judgment  for  plaintiff  (reported 
in  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  JS.,  408).  Defendants  appealed  to 
this  court. 

D.  C.  BrowTiy  for  appellants. 
John  L.  milj  for  respondents. 

FoLGEB,  J. — ^Let  it  be  conceded  that  a  release  of  one 
of  several  joint  tortfeasors^  from  the  cause  of  action,  or 
from  the  judgment  recovered  thereon  against  them  all, 
is  a  discharge  of  the  others  therefrom.  Let  it  be  also 
conceded  (though  not  now  so  adjudged),  that  the  in- 
strument executed  by  the  plaintiff,  to  Fowler,  is  not 
within  the  acts  of  1838  and  1845,  for  the  relief  of  part- 
ners and  joint  debtors.  Yet  then,  the  defendants  in  this 
action  have  not  made  out  a  defense  therein. 
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Tliis  iastrament  is  not  a  technical  release  of  Fowler, 

^^hich  it  mnst  be,  to  operate  as  a  discbarge  of  his  joint 

^ixnifeasoTS^  the  Woods.     It  is  not  tinder  seal  (Rowley 

-aj.  Stoddart,  7  Johns. ^  207).    Nor  will  the  arrangement 

embodied  in  it  operate  as  an  accord  and  satisfaction.    A 

T)ayment  of  a  less  sum  than  the  real  debt  will  be  no 

satisfaction,  unless  there  follow  a  release  by  deed.    That 

IB  the  principle  applicable  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  ex- 

ii^nce  and  the  amount  of  the  debt  are  not  disputed. 

If  it  is  not  an  exoneration  of  Fowler,  finder  the 
statutes  above  named,  then  it  is  an  agreement  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff,  which  must  be  construed  and  en- 
forced between  them  according  to  the  intention  of  both 
the  x)arties  to  it,  as  that  intention  is  manifested  by  the 
words  they  have  used  in  it. 

It  is  very  plain  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  purpose 
to  discharge  the  Woods  from  their  liability  upon  the 
judgment.  Rather  he  meant  to,  and  did,  save  and 
reseiTe  his  rights  against  them.  Nor  was  that  the 
purpose  of  Fowler.  If  it  is  not  effectual  under  those 
statutes,  then  it  is  of  no  more  effect  than  a  receipt  in 
full  to  Fowler  for  all  demands  against  him,  or  an 
agreement  with  him  not  to  enforce  further  against  him 
Ms  liability  by  reason  of  the  judgment  {7  Johns.,  supra). 
This  is  not  suflBcient  to  discharge  the  Woods.  The 
reason  why  a  technical  release  would  discharge  them  is 
that  it  would  be  an  admission  by  Irvine,  that  his  judg- 
ment had  been  paid.  But  this  instrument  is  not  such 
an  admission  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  admits  but  partial 
payment,  and  reasserts  the  right  further  to  have  and 
demand  from  them.  It  is  true,  a  covenant  not  to  sue 
is  held  to  operate  as  a  release.  But  this  is  in  favor  of 
him,  with  whom,  or  for  whose  benefit  it  is  made  ;  and 
then,  to  prevent  circuity  of  action  (Bank  of  Chenango 
V.  Osgood,  4  Wend.y  607). 

It  does  not  so  operate  in  favor  of  those  hoi  den 
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jointly  with  the  covenaDtee,  and  not  related  to  him  as 
sureties  {Id.). 

The  reason  advanced  why  this  instrament  is  not 
within  the  acts  for  the  relief  of  joint  debtors,  is  that  the 
defendants  are  not  snch,  for  that  they  have  no  right  of 
contribntion.  Then  the  Woods  are  not  harmed  ;  rather 
they  arc  helped,  by  as  much  as  Fowler  has  paid  upon 
the  judgment.  Bat  if  it  were  a  case  for  contribution, 
this  agreement  between  Irvine  and  Fowler  could  not 
defeat  the  right  to  seek  it  {lb.). 

It  is  not  a  prevalent  answer  to  this,  to  say  that  the 
instrument  refers  to  the  joint  debtor  act,  and  is  the  same 
as  though  all  the  provisions  thereof  were  incorporated 
in  it,  and  that  the  act  expressly  requires  the  clerk  to 
discharge  the  judgment  of  record. 

The  clerk  has  no  authority  to  discharge  the  judgment 
of  record  under  that  act,  unless  in  a  case  falling  within 
it.  If  this  case  does  not  fall  within  it,  then  the  clerk 
may  not  act.  If  it  does,  then  is  the  instrument  effectual, 
not  only  for  such  action  of  the  clerk,  but  for  all  that 
which  the  plaintiff  and  Fowler  sought.  And,  surely, 
the  clerk  would  not  have  authority  from  it  to  discharge 
the  judgment  of  record  under  the  revised  statutes  (2  Itet>. 
8iat.,  p.  862,  §  22).  This  paper  is  not  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 

The  unsoundness  of  the  defendant's  position  is  in  the 
assumption  that  the  instrument  made  to  Fowler  is  a 
technical  release,  or  tantamount  to  it.  It  is  not  a  tech- 
nical release,  for  it  is  not  under  seal.  It  is  not  tanta- 
mount to  it,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  tenor  of  it  is  at 
enmity  with  the  notion  of  an  admission  of  the  payment 
of  the  judgment. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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n^UTNAM  against  THE  BROADWAY,  &c.,  BAIL- 

ROAD  COMPANY. 

Court  of  Appeals^  1873 

Cause  op  Action.— Railko ad  Compakies.— Assault 
ON  Passenger.— Liability  of  Corporation. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  a  wanton  and  nnpro- 
Yoked  injury  to  a  passenger  committed  by  a  fellow  passenger, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  the  servants  of  the  company  knew  that  the 
wrong-doer  was  an  unsafe  or  dangerous  man,  and  that  there  was 
reason  to  apprehend  his  injuring  other  passengers.  * 

Mere  intoxication  is  not  sufScient  to  make  it  the  duty  of  a  conductor 
to  expel  a  passenger  from  a  public  conveyance. 

The  fact  that  the  blow  causing  the  injury  was  struck  with  a  car  hook 
belonging  to  the  car  is  not  sufficient  to  render  the  company  liable, 
without  proof  of  negligence  or  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  servants 
and  agents  of  the  company. 

Ellen  L.  Putnam,  as  administratrix  of  her  deceased 
husband,  brought  this  action  in  the  New  York  superior 
court  to  recover  of  defendants  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  death  of  her  husband.  The  deceased  was  riding 
in  defendants'  horse  car,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in 
the  evening,  having  two  ladies  under  his  escort.  One 
Poster,  who  was  intoxicated,  mounted  the  platform  of 
the  car,  and,  after  remaining  there  a  short  time,  entered 
the  car,  and  there  insulted  the  ladies  who  were  under 
protection  of  the  deceased.  Deceased,  thereupon, 
appealed  to  the  condactor.  The  conductor  directed 
Poster  to  sit  down  and  be  quiet.  This  he  did  for  a 
short  time,  but  then  went  out  upon  the  front  platform, 
while  the  car  continued  on  its  route.  When  the  car 
stopped,  and  the  deceased,  with  his  companions, 
alighted,  Poster  seized  the  iron  car  hook  upon  the 
platform,  and,  dismounting  from  the  car,  ran  to  the 
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rear  end,   where  deceased    was    standing   upon    the 
ground,  and  Foster  there  struck  him  the  fatal  blow. 

The  superior  court  held  that  the  company  were 
liable,  under  these  circumstances,  for  the  death  of  their 
passenger,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
Defendants  appealed. 

•  

John  M.  Scribnery  Jr.^  for  appellant. 
John  E.  ParsonSy  for  respondent 

Allen,  J. — The  questions  presented  upon  this 
appeal  are  founded  upon  exceptions  to  the  refusal  to 
nbn  suit  the  plaintiff  at  the  close  of  the  trial. 

If  the  evidence,  upon  any  view  that  can  be  taken  of 
it,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  the  judgment  most 
be  affirmed.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  with 
great  fairness,  and  with  accurate  instructions  as  to  the 
law,  if  there  was,  in  truth,  any  evidence  of  any  neglect 
of  duty,  or  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  servants  and 
agents  of  the  defendant,  to  which  the  injury  to,  and 
death  of,  the  plaintiff's  intestate  could  legally  be 
attributed. 

The  cases  bearing  upon  the  liability  of  railway  com- 
panies, and  other  carriers  of  human  beings  as  passen- 
gers for  hire,  for  any  defect  in  their  roadways,  carriages, 
and  other  vehicles  for  transportation,  any  neglect  or 
want  of  care  by  themselves,  their  agents  or  servants,  in 
the  perfoi-mance  of  the  service  undertaken,  and  for 
ii^uries  caused  by,  or  resulting  directly  from,  the  acts 
of  the  carrier  or  his  servants,  either  to  the  ])assenger 
or  third  person,  may  be  laid  out  of  view,  except  as  they 
serve  to  indicate  the  stringency  and  extent  of  the 
liability  imposed  by  law  upon  carriers,  and  the  extreme 
care  and  diligence  required  of  them,  in  all  that  concenft 
their  own  acts,  and  the  agencies  and  means  employe& 
by  them. 
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The  acts,  neglects,  and  omissions  complained  of 
ere,  upon  which  the  action  is  based,  do  not  come 
it  bin  either  class  of  cases  referred  to.  The  passenger 
as  carried  in  a  safe  and  proper  manner,  and  there  is 
J  complaint  of  injury  from  any  defect  in  the  means  of 
)nveyance,  or  any  act  or  omission  of  duty  on  the  part 
r  the  servants  of  the  company  in  respect  to  the  plain- 
flPs  intestate  personally.  The  wrong  and  injury  com- 
lained  of  is  the  wanton  and  unprovoked,  as  well  as 
alooked  for,  attack  of  a  fellow  passenger,  resulting  in 
le  death  of  the  individual  assailed,  and  the  defendant 

sought  to  be  charged  for  the  resulting  damages  on 
le  ground  that  the  servants  and  agents  of  the  company 
I  charge  of  the  car  negligently  and  improperly  omitted 
>  exercise  the  police  power  with  which  they  are 
ivested  for  the  protection  of  well  disposed  and  peace- 
t)le  passengers.  There  is  no  such  privity  between  a 
lilway  company  and  a  passenger  as  to  make  it  liable 
>r  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  passenger  upon  any.prin- 
ple  (Pittsburgh,  F.  W.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hinds,  53 
'enn.  St.,  512). 

But  a  railroad  company  has  the  power  of  refusing  to 
jceive  as  a  passenger,  or  to  expel,  anyone  who  is  drunk, 
isorderly,  or  riotous,  or  who  so  demeans  himself  as  to 
adanger  the  safety,  or  interfere  with  the  reasonable 
jmfort  and  convenience  of  the  other  passengers,  and 
tay  exert  all  necessary  power  and  means  to  eject  from 
lecars  any  one  so  imperiling  the  safety  of,  or  annoying, 
thers  ;  and  this  police  power  the  conductor,  or  other 
jrvant  of  the  company  in  charge  of  the  car  or  train,  is 
oand  to  exercise,  with  all  the  means  he  can  command, 
•henever  occasion  requires.  If  this  duty  is  neglected 
ithout  good  cause,  and  a  passenger  leceives  injury 
^hich  might  have  been  reasonably  anticipated,  or  natu- 
aiy  expected  from  one  who  is  improperly  received,  or 
lermitted  to  continue  as  a  passenger,  the  carrier  is 
Bsponsible  (Pittsburgh,  P.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hinds, 

H.  B.— XT.— 25 
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supra;  Flint  v.  Norwich  and  N.  Y.  Transp.  Co. 
Conn.  554 ;  C  Blatchf.  158). 

In  tho  case  first  cited  a  passenger  was  seriousljr-^-^  ^^' 
jured  by  a  large  body  of  drunken  and  riotous  persc^'  .srou^ 
who  came  upon  the  train  in  defiance  of  the  conda^  _^elor 
in  charge,  and  the  court  held  that  upon  tlie  evide-s^  -^^^^ 
in  that  case,  the  only  question  which  should  have  b^— *"*^^ 
BubmittM  to  the  jury,  was  whether  the  conductor  •      ^    \ 
all  he  could  to  quell  the  riot,  and  eject  the  rioters,  e^      ^^^ 
that  if  he  did  not  the  company  were  liable.     The  juc^  M^W^ 
at  nisi  prius  having  submitted  other  questions,  to  w^^^^^v" 
whether  the  conductor  allowed  improper  persons  on  r       -^  ^^® 
train,  and  whether  he  allowed  more  persons  on  the  irzr^  ^^^^ 
than  was  proper,' a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  *  ^^^ 

aside,  and  a  venire  de  novo  ordered.  In  the  other  ca^^^^^^^ 
the  action  was  for  an  injury  received  by  the  plaintiff^^  "'  * 
passenger  on  the  defendant's  steamboat,  from  the  fjsT^  ^^^' 
ing  and  consequent  discharge  of  a  loaded  musket,  «>"/ 
one  of  a  great  number  of  riotous  and  drunken  soldi^-S:-*^^^ 
engaged  in  an  affray,  and  occupying  a  part  of  the  bo*^^^^^ 
assigned  to  passengers,  the  plaintifl'  being  suffered  -^^  ^^ 
enter  the  boat  and  pass  to  this  part  of  it  without  a:  -^^  *^' 


warning  from  the  officers  of  the  boat,  or  others,  of  tr*       ^^^ 


presence  of  these  soldiers,  and  the  defendants  maki:  5'-^^^^f 
no  effort  to  preserve  the  peace,  or  remove  the  offender.  ^=^  -^^ 
Upon  conflicting  evidence  the  jury  found  for  the'plaii  -^=^^|^ 
tiff.  Judge  Shipmate,  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  ii  *  " 
structed  them  that  ''the  defendants  were  bound  ^ 

exercise  the  utmost  vigilance  in  maintaining  order,  at^-^^^ 
guarding  the  passengers  against  violence  from  whatev^"^^^"^^^ 
source  arising,  which  might  reasonably  be  anticipate^^^^  ^^ 
or  naturally  be  expected  to  oocnr  in  view  of  all  it  :^  ^^ 
circumstances,  and  the  number  and  character  of  tT-*'  *^^ 
persons  on  board." 

This,  as  a  rule  of  duty  and  liability,  is  in  si 
analogy  to,  and  consistent  with,  the  rules  by  which  t 
liability  of  common  carriers  of   persons  for  hire 
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determined  in  other  cases,  and  seems  to  be  well  ex- 
pressed and  properly  limited.  It  may  be  conceded 
that  Foster,  the  individual  who  inflicted  the  injury  re- 
saltini;  in  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  was 
drank  when  he  came  on  the  car ;  but  so  long  as  he  re- 
mained quietly  by  the  driver  on  the  platform,  neither 
entering  the  car  nor  molesting  nor  annoying  the  passen- 
gers in  any  way,  there  was  no  occasion  for  removing 
him,  and  the  conductor  would  not  have  been  justified 
in  refusing  to  permit  him  to  remain  as  a  passenger. 
The  fact  that  an  individual  may  have  drunk  to  excess, 
^¥ill  not  in  every  case  justify  his  expulsion  from  a 
public  conveyance. 

It  is  rather  the  degree  of  intoxication  and  its  effect 
mpon  the  individual,  and  the  fact  that  by  reason  of  the 
intoxication  he  is  dangerous  or  annoying  to  the  other 
passengers,  that  gives  the  right  and  imposes  the  duty 
of  expulsion. 

While  Foster  remained  on  the  platform  of  the  car, 
neither  interfering  with  nor  noticing  the  other  passen- 
gers, there  was  nothing  to  indicate  to  the  conductor 
that  his  presence  was  offensive  to  the  passengers,  or 
that  there  was  danger  of  harm  to  any  one  from  him. 

•  There  was,  during  that  time,  no  occasion,  and  would 
Iiave  been  no  propriety  in  causing  his  removal  from  the 
car.  He  did,  however,  thereafter  make  himself  pecu- 
liarly obnoxious  to  the  other  passengers,  and,  by  his 
conduct  and  demeanor,  grossly  insult  and  annoy  them, 
and  gave  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  re- 
moval, had  the  conductor  seen  fit  or  been  called  upon 
to  exercise  it;  and  had  he  continued  his  annoying 
practices,  the  conductor  would  have  been  faithless  to 
his  duty  had  he  suffered  him  to  remain  on  the  car. 

After  Foster  came  into  the  car  and  insulted  and  in- 
timidated the  females  under  the  protection  of  the 
i3eceased,  the  latter  appealed  to  the  conductor  not  to 
exclude  Foster  from  the  car,  but  to  make  him  be  quiet, 
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and  the  conductor  directed  him  to  sit  down  and 
quiet ;  and  he  did  thereupon  take  a  seat  on  the  oppos 
side  of  the  car  from  the  females  and  near  the  deceasi 
and  after  remaining  there  a  short  time,  left  the  car 
took  his  place  on  the  front  platform,  the  front  dooi 
the  car  being  closed,  and  during  the  residue  of 
passage  to  Forty -sixth-street  gave  no  occasion  of  e( 
plaint  so  far  as  appears.     He  was,  during  that  ti: 
peaceable  and  inoffensive.    During  the  latter  par- 
the  ride  there  was  no  occasion  for  removing  him  fi 
the  car,  unless  the  occasion  and  a  necessity  for  S" 
removal  was  furnished  by  his  previous  conduct,  ah 
ing  that  he  was  a  dangerous  or  improper  person^ 
remain.     He  had  ceased  to  address  or  in  any  way  ini 
or  annoy  the  females  upon  being  requested  by  the 
ductor  to  sit  down  and  be  quiet ;  and  his  ready  c« 
pliance  with  that  request,  and  his  taking  liis  plac< 
soon  thereafter  on  the  platform  and  proceeding  quit 
and  peaceably  on  his  journey,  was  some  evidence 
there  was  no  reason  to  apprehend  a  renewal  of  bis 
suits  in  that  direction,  and  justified  the  conductoi 
at  least  giving  him  the  benefit  of  a  further  probatL 
This  was  precisely  in  accord  with  the  suggestion  of 
deceas(*d,  neither  he  nor  the  conductor  apprehends 
any  serious  harm  or  injury,  certainly  not  a  wanton 
murderous    attack    upon  anyone  with  a  dangei 
weapon.     It  is  true  that  on  taking  his  seat  he  did  * 
observe  the  strictest  rules  of  propriety,  and  by  pnttii^ 
his  feet  on  the  seat,  violated  good  taste  and 
manners,  but  it  was  not  an  offense  of  which  the  passes 
gers  could  very  seriously  complain,  or  which  essential-^  . 

violated  their  rights,  so  long  as  there  was  abundc^  -^  . 
room  for  all,  and  there  was  no  indecency  in  the  pcc:::^^ 
tion.    This  breach  of  good  manners  certainly  did  r^      ^ 
tend  to  show  that  he  w^as  a  dangerous  man,  and  v^=^^* 


condoned  by  his  subsequent  withdrawal  from  the 

and  the  body  of  the  car  entirely.    It  is  also  in  evidei^^^^ 


y 
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hat  while  seated  near  the  deceased  he  directed  abusive 
angaage  to  him  and  made  threats  indicating  an  intent 
o  do  him  some  bodily  harm  b(»fore  he  left  the  car. 
iut  all  this  was  in  an  undertone,  and  so  far  as  appears 
ras  unheard  by  the  conductor  occupying  his  proper 
)lace  on  the  rear  platform,  and  neither  the  deceased  or 
.nyone  else  called  the  attention  of  the  conductor  to  it 
t  was  probably  treated  with  indifference  by  the  de- 
eased  and  all  who  heard  it^  and  regarded  as  the 
aaudlin  and  senseless  gabble  of  a  drunken  man,  un- 
worthy of  notice,  and  incapable  of  creating  any  appre- 
lension  of  danger  or  harm.  But  be  this  as  it  may, 
here  is  no  evidence  to  justify  an  inference  that  the  con- 
[uctor  did  hear  or  could  have  heard  or  known  of 
he  abuse  or  threats,  so  that  to  him  they  were  not  evi- 
lence  that  he  wasan  unsafe  and  dangerous  man,  or  tliat 
iere  was  any  reason  to  apprehend  injury  to  the  other 
assengers  firom  him  or  his  acts.  The  conductor  was 
nly  called  upon  to  act  upon  improprieties  or  oflfenses 
atnessed  by  him  or  made  known  to  him  in  some  other 
^ay,  and  the  defendants  can  only  be  charged  for 
eglect  of  some  duty  arising  from  circumstances  of 
rhich  the  conductor  was  cognizant  or  of  which  he 
ught  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  to  have  been 
ognizant. 

There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  con- 
iuctor  was  in  fault  for  not  removing  the  person  of 
roster  from  the  car.  He  exerted  his  police  powers  by 
ausing  him  to  desist  from  liis  offensive  acts  and 
ipproachea  towards  the  females,  and  supposed  he  had 
lone  all  that  was  necessary  to  preserve  the  peace  and 
teep  good  order  u  pon  the  car,  and  to  secure  the  other  pas- 
engers  against  further  annoyance,  as  well  as  all  that 
he  deceased  asked  him  to  do.  If  the  peace  could  be 
)reserved,  and  the  quietness  and  comfort  of  the  passen- 
;ers  could  be  secured,  as  he  supposed  he  had  done,  with- 
mt  the  expulsion  of  the  offender,  the  conductor  could 
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hardly  have  been  called  upon  to  proceed  to  extremities 
and  put  the  latter  from  the  car  by  force.  An  unneces- 
sary resort  to  force  in  ejecting  a  passenger  from  the  car 
might  have  given  the  passengers,  male  as  well  as  female, 
more  pain  and  annoyance  than  would  the  mere  presence 
of  a  drunken  man,  and  possibly  might  have  seriously 
imperiled  their  persons.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
any  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  conductor  in 
omitting  to  remove  the  person  of  Foster  from  the  car, 
and  whatever  may  be  the  duties  or  powers  of  the  driver, 
otherwise  than  in  subjection  to  the  conductor,  there  is 
no  evidence  that  he  had  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  any 
impropriety  of  conduct  or  threatening  language  on  the 
part  of  Foster,  except  as  he  must  have  witnessed  what 
passed  before  Foster  entered  the  car. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  he  had  knowledge  of  what 
transpired  within  the  car,  and  after  Foster's  return  to 
the  platform,  there  was  nothing,  so  far  as  appears,  to  ex- 
cite alaiiii,  or  create  apprehension  of  danger  or  disturb- 
ance or  annoyance  of  any  kind. 

There  was  an  entire  absence  of  evidence  of  any  con- 
nection or  complicity  of  the  driver  with  Foster,  or  that 
the  driver  was  responsible  for  the  possession  by  the 
latter  of  the  iron  instrument  with  which  the  blows  were 
inflicted  that  caused  the  death  of  Putnam.     Thei'e  waj 
no  proof  from  whence  or  of  whom  Foster  obtained  it,  am 
none  to  show  that  the  driver  either  acquiesced  orai 
sented  to  the  taking  of  it  by  Foster,  or  that  he  kne^ 
that  Foster  had  it.     There  was  no  evidence  of  negli 
gence  or  omission  of  duty,  or  want  of  proper  care  an 
vigilance  on  the  part  of  the  servants  and  agents  of  thz: 
company  in  preserving  order  and  keeping  the  peace 

the  cars,  and  protecting  the  passengers,  to  be  submitt ^..  ^^ 

to  the  jury,   most  certainly  none  connected   with  ^t,i^ 
attack  upon  and  death  of  the  intestate,  or  to  whict:^    y> 
can  be  legally  or  logically  traced. 
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The  rule  cannot  be  better  or  more  concisely  expressed 
lan  as  stated  by  Jiilgo  Siiipman,  in  Flint  v.  Nor- 
icli  &  N.  Y.  Transportation  Co.  That  for  any  neglect 
•  omission  of  duty  in  the  preservation  of  order  and  the 
moval  of  dangerous  and  olfensive  persons  by  the 
vner  of  a  public  conveyance  for  the  transportation  of 
issengers,  or  his  servants  or  agents,  the  carrier  is 
ible  for  any  injury  to  other  passengers  w7iic7i  might 
jas  ynablj/  be  aiilicipaied  or  naturally  he  expected  to 
}cur  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  and  of  the  nnm- 
^v  and  character  of  the  persons  on  board.  It  does  not 
illowand  cannot  he  presumed  tliat  because  a  man  is 
runk  and  is  in  tliat  condition  offensive  to  others,  as 
ell  by  his  demeanor  as  in  his  appearance,  that  he  is 
dangerous  man,  and  that  his  presence  imperils  the 
ifety  of  others ;  that  because  he  is  drunk  he  may 
Lolently  assault  or  murder  others  without  provocation. 

If  there  was  anything  in  the  condition,  conduct,  ap- 
earance  or  manner  of  Foster,  from  which  the  jury 
:)uld  reasonably  infer  that  tliere  was  reason  to  expect 
r  anticipate  an  attack  upon  the  deceased  or  any  other 
assenger,  either  while  upon  the  car  or  in  the  act  of 
'aving,  the  facta  authorizing  such  inference  should 
ave  bc»en  proved,  and  knowledge  of  them  brought 
ome  to  the  conductor. 

The  injury  to,  and  death  of  Mr.  Putnam  was  imrae- 
.iately  and  directly  caused  by  the  murderous  attack  of 
'oster,  and  the  carriage  of  the  murderer  by  the  defend - 
mt  had  no  connection  with  and  did  not  cause  the  act 
>r  directly  contribute  to  it. 

It  is  said  in  McGrew  v.  Stone,  53  Penn.  St.,  436, 
hat  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  man  is  answerable  for  the 
jonsequences  of  a  fault  which  are  natural  and  probable  ; 
Dut  if  this  fault  happen  to  concur  withsomethiug  extra- 
ordinary and  not  likely  to  be  foreseen,  he  will  not  be 
answerable. 

Ch.  J.  BoviLL,  in  Sharp  v.  Powell,  L.  Ji.,  7  C.  P. 
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258,  nses  this  language :  "  No  doubt,  one  who  com 
a  wrongful  act  is  responsible  for  the  ordinary  coi-m. 
qnences  which  are  likely  to  result  therefrom  ;  but,  ge^- 
rally  speaking,  he  is  not  liable  for  damage  which  is 
the  natural  or  ordinary  consequence  of  such  an 
unless  it  bo  shown  that  he  knows,  or  has  reasonai 
means  of  knowing,  that  consequences  not  usually 
Bulling  from  the  act,  are,  by  reason  of  some  exist 
cause,  likely  to  intervene,  so  as  to  occasion  damage- 
a  third  person."     The  law  ordinarily  looks  only  to 
proximate  cause  of  an  injury  in  holding  the  wro 
doer  liable  to  an  action,  and  if  the  damage  is  not 
probable  const^quence  of  a  wrongful  act,  it  is  not 
proximate  cause  so  as  to  make  the  wrong-doer  lia 
(See  Marsden  v.  The  City  and  County  Assui-ance  C 
L.  Ji.,1  a  P.  232;  Bigelow  v.  Reed,  51  Maine, 
R.  R.  &  Co.  V.  Reeves,  10  Wallace,  101).    This  is 
rule  in  cases  of  tort,  when  the  conduct  of  the  defend 
cannot  bo  considered  so  morally  wrong  or  grossly  n 
ligent  as  to  give  a  right  to  vindictive  or  exemplary  da 
ages  (Baldwin  t.  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  45  iV;    Z.,  744 ;  Ba 
V.  Brandon,  13  J/.  i6  T7.,  733).     The  assault  by  Pos 
upon  the  deceased  could  not  have  been  forest»en,  and 
was  not  the  reasonable  or  probable  consequence  of  tt" 
omission  of  the  conductor  to  eject  him  from  the  car ;  an 
upon  principle,  as  well  as  upon  authority,  the  injur^' 
was  too  remote  to  charge  the  defendant  for  the  da 
ages. 

In  Scott  V.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bl,  893;  Guille  v 
Swan,  19  Johns.,  381,  and  Vandenburgh  v.  Truax, 
J)en.,  4C4,  the  injuries  were  held  to  be  the  natural  an 
direct  result  of  the  conduct  of  the  party  charged 
although  he  did  not  intend  the  particular  injury  whic 
followed.  There  was  no  evidence  to  carry  the  case  t 
the  jury,  and  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  should  havi 
been  granted. 
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The  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
^nted. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


MATTER    OF   GREELEY'S    WILL. 

efore  the  Surrogate  of  the  County  of  Westchester  ; 

February^  1873. 

PuoBATE. — Parties. — Record    of    Surrogate's 
Court.— I:nf ANTS. — Testamentary    Ca- 
pacity.—Burden    OF   Proof. — 
Lucid   Interval. 

%etm9  that  nny  interest,  however  slight,  or  the  bare  possibility  of 
an  interest,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  one  to  oppose  probate ;  and  that 
the  executors  under  a  will  may  oppose  the  probate  of  a  later  will, 
although  tlie  parties  beneficially  interested  under  the  earlier  have 
released  their  interest. 

be  surrogate  cannot  allow  the  testimony  and  proceedings  on  an  ap- 
plication for  probate  to  be  withdrawn  from  his  court,  on  the 
abandonment  of  the  proceedings  by  the  proponent, 
or  can  the  court,  on  the  consent  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  an  in- 
fant, or  his  counsel,  refuse  or  allow  probate,  without  formal  proof 
and  an  actual  decision  upon  the  merits. 

Probate  of  will  of  Horace  Greeley,  deceased;  before 
urrogute  CorriN. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Robert  S,  Ilart^  for  Ida  L.  Greeley,  proponent  of 
le  will  of  November  9,  1872. 
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George    P.    Nelson   and    Joseph  H,    Choate^  for 

guardian  ad  litem  of  Gabrielle  M.  Greeley,  infant  1^   «ir- 
at-law  and  next  of  kin. 


Isaiah   T,  Williams^  for  contestants  and  prc^  ipo- 
nents  of  the  will  of  January  9,  1871. 


Thk  Sukrooate.— On  the  alleged  will  of  1872  l>^^°g 
presented  for  probate,  Messrs.  Samuel  Sinclair,  Ch^  x^les 
Storrs  and  Richard  H.  Manning  being  the  execu  "fc^^^ 
named  in  an  earlier  alleged  will  of  the  decedent,  h^=^^'^' 
ing  date  January  9,  1871,  appeared  and  propoun.  <^  ^^ 
such  earlier  will,  and  claimed  that  the  will  of  1872  ^^^^^ 
void  for  lack  of  testamentary  capacity.- 

The  causes  thus  became  consolidated,  and  the  qi 
tion  to  be  determined  was,  which  was  the  l^^st  will 
testament  ?    The  proponent  of  the  last  will  and  tes 
ment  of  1872  caused  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  t 
will  to  be  examined,  and  made  out  a  prima  facie  c= 
for  its  establishment.     The  contestants  then  procee( 
with  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  decedent 
not,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  capable  of  makinj 
will,  by  reason  of  unsoundness  of  mind.    At  an  ea: 
stage  in  the  progress  of  the  case,  and  after  releases  lu 
been  executed  by  all  of  the  legatees  and  devisees  nai 
in  the  will  of  1871,  save  the  children  of  the  deceas 
and  the  Children's  Aid  Society,  and  after  Miss  Greel 
had  executed  and  delivered  to  her  younger  sister  a  c( 
veyance  of  one  equal  half  part  of  all  the  propei 
claimed  to  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  will  of  IS" 
the  counsel  of  Miss  Greeley  and  those  of  her  sister 
jected  that  the  contestants  of  the  latter  will  had 
longer  any  status  in  court,  and  no  right  to  contest  tl 
same.    In  this  I  think  they  were  wrong.    Our  statu 
(3  Rev.  StaL^  5  ed.  146),  provides  that  the  execut( 
devisee,  or  legatee  named  in  any  last  will,  or  any 
son  interested  in  the  estate,  may  have  the  will  prov( 
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Any  interest,  however  slight,  and  even,  it  seems,  the 
bare  possibility  of  an  interest,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  a 
party  to  oppose  a  testamentary  paper  {Will,  on  Ex.^ 
284;  Dayt.  Surr.,  158,  159).  The  executors  named  in 
the  will  of  1871  have  clearly,  by  statute,  an  express 
right  to  have  that  will  proved,  if  they  can  establish  the 
fact  tliat  it  is  the  last  will,  and  they  may  rightfully 
contend  against  the  validity  of  any  alh^god  subsequent 
will  as  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  establishing  the  will 
under  which  they  claim.  Their  interest  in  this  regard 
is  very  apparent.  For,  if  they  can  succeed  in  establish- 
ing their  will,  the  title  to  the  movable  goods  of  the 
testator,  though  in  ever  so  many  different  and  distinct 
places,  vests  in  them,  in  possession,  &c., — indeed,  did 
so  vest  presently  upon  the  testator's  death  {Will,  on 
JEx.f  531).  ,  The  probate,  or  letters  testamentary,  is 
merely  operative  as  the  authenticated  evidence,  and  not 
at  all  as  the  foundation  of  the  executor's  title ;  for  he 
derives  all  his  interest  from  the  will  itself,  and  the 
property  of  the  deceased  vests  in  him  from  the  moment 
of  the  testators  death  {Dayt.  Sarr.^  213,  citing  Will,  on 
Ex.,  255).  If,  however,  the  will  of  1872  should  be 
established  as-  the  valid  last  will,  then  the  title  would 
be  elsewhere.  Thus,  the  proponent  and  contestants  are 
trying  their  alleged  titles.  Besides,  the  Children's  Aid 
Society,  named  in  the  will  of  1871,  had  not  released  or 
abandoned  its  legacy,  and  had  a  right  to  expect  the 
executors  to  look  after  its  interests.  At  the  close  of  the 
contest,  and  before  exhausting  the  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  contestants,  for  alleged  reasons,  immaterial  to 
the  decision  of  the  case,  the  counsel  for  proponent 
stated  that  under  written  instructions  from  his  client, 
and  sanctioned  by  her  sister,  any  further  effort  to 
establish  the  will  of  1872  was  abandoned  ;  that  they 
withdrew  from  the  controversy  ;  and  he  intimated  a 
willingness  that  the  will  of  1871  should  be  admitted  to 
probate.    The  counsel  for  the  guardian  ad  litem  did 
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not  dissent  from  this  suggestion.  Tlierenpoa  the 
executors  produced  the  usual  formal  proof  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will  of  1871,  and  applied  for  letters  t^^sta- 
mentary  thereon.  It  seemed  to  be  considered  by  &ome 
of  the  counsel  that  thus  the  will  of  1872  and  the  -testi- 
mony,  and  all  proceedings  relating  to  it,  had  been 
withdrawn  from  this  court.  But  this,  I  apprel-nend, 
could  not  be  done  in  this  or  any  case.  The  gtzi-atute 
says: 

**  That  every  surrogate  shall  carefully  file  and       P^' 
serve  all  aflBdavits,  petitions,  &c.  (3  Hev.  Stat.,        ^' 
§  14,  5  ed.).     Upon  proof  being  made  of  the  due  s^^^^^ 
of  the  citation,  the  surrogate  shall  cause  the  witn  ^^csses 
to  be  examined  before  him.      All  such  proofs  ^^^ 

examinations  shall  be  reduced  to  writing  {Id.,       -  ^^°» 
§  56).     The  testimony  taken  by  any  surrogate  in  ^^' 

tion  to  the  proof  of  any  will  shall  be  reduced  to  wrL.^*^^°8» 
and  shall  be  entered  by  him  in  a  proper  book  ^     ^^  . 
provided,  and  preserved  as  a  part  of  the  books  o^  **'  ^^ 
office  {M.,  167,  §  75).     The  surrogate  shall  enter  iiKT-^  ^ 
minutes  the  decision  whic.h  he  may  make  concer***'^^^^ 
the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  or  the  validity  of  any      ^  ^ 
which  may  be  offered  for  probate,  and  if  he  find  ag^^^^^f 
it,  shall  state  the  ground  upon  which  the  decisio ^^^^  ^^ 
made,  &c.  (Id.,   150,    §  69).     The   surrogate  of^^^^ 
county  shall  provide  and  keep  a  book  in  w^hich  --^^^^^^ 


be  ent(Ted  all  minutes  of  proceedings, ''  &c.  {Id.,  ^  ' 

§  13,  subd.  4).  ^ 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  language  of  these  proviso  ^  . 
is  imperative,  and  that  the  surrogate  has  no  discre  -^==^"^ 
on  the  subject.    The  testimony  and  proceedings  (^  ^^^ 
not,  therefore,  be  withdrawn,  but  must  remain  as  J^TT  P* 
of  the  records  and  files  of  his  office,  and  a  decree  11-^^°^ 
be  made.     It  would,   however,   be  competent  for      ""  ^ 
parties,  being  adults,  in  such  a  case,  at  any  stag^     '^  ^^ 
the  proceedings,  to  enter  into  a  stipulation  to  beentt^^^"^^ 
on  the  minutes  to  authorize  the  court  to  make  a  de-^'^ 
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in  pnrsuance  of  the  terms  of  the  stipulation.  But  here 
this  dilBaculty  in  regard  to  any  such  adjustment  is  en- 
countered :  an  infant  is  a  party  to  these  proceedings, 
and  neither  the  guardian  ad  litem^  or  his  counsel  can 
make  any  admissions  affecting  unfavorably  the  interests 
of  the  infant.  This  is  a  well-established  rule  (James  v. 
James,  4  Paige^  115 ;  Bulkley  v.  Van  Wyck,  6  Id.^ 
636  ;  Stephenson  v.  Stephenson,  6  Id.^  353) ;  and  in  the 
case  of  Moore  v.  Moore,  Sandf.  Ch.^  37,  the  vice- 
chancellor  ordered  the  testimony  of  an  infant,  taken  in 
the  cause  under  tlie  objection  of  his  guardian  ad  liienij 
to  be  stricken  out.  Perhaps  the  furthest  the  courts 
have  gone  in  sanctioning  the  act  of  the  guardian  ad 
literrij  in  declining  a  contest  in  relation  to  the  infants' 
rights  is  the  case  of  Levy  v.  Levy,  3  Mad.^  245,  but 
that  case  clearly  has  no  application  here.  All  these 
cases,  as  well  as  all  elementary  works  on  the  subject^ 
indicate  the  tender  solicitude  with  which  all  courts 
guard  and  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of  those 
whom  the  law  considers  as  incapable  of  managing  their 
own  affairs. 

The  consent,  if  such  it  may  be  considered,  of  the 
counsel  for  the  proponent,  speaking  for  both  children, 
to  allow  the  will  of  1871  to  be  admitted  to  probate, 
would  be  tantamount  to  an  admission  that  the  paper 
dated  in  1872,  and  propounded  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  the  decedent,  purporting  to  give  a  larger 
interest  in  his  estate  to  his  children  than  the  will  of 
1871,  is  not,  in  fact,  the  last  will,  and  ought  to  be 
refused  probate. 

Thus,  it  being  impracticable,  as  I  have  endeavored 
to  show,  to  withdraw  the  proceedings  relating  to  the 
^ill  of  1872,  and  equally  impossible  to  accept  or 
consider  any  such  admission  that  may  have  been  made 
by,  or  in  behalf  of,  the  infant,  it  would  seem  to  remain 
^ny  duty  to  consider,  however  reluctantly,  the  case 
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1.  -    u    ~    -    -  ■ ~~ •* 

upon  its  merits,  and  to  decide  which,  upon  the  testi- 
mony, sliall  be  admitted  and  which  rejected. 

In  doin^  so,  this  embarrassing  fact  is  encountered 
at  the  outset,  that  the  testimony  on  either  side  is 
incomplete  and  fragmentary,  in  so  far  as  the  will  of 
1872  is  concerned.  In  the  midst  of  the  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  contestants,  couns'.d  for  proponent,  and  for 
the  infant,  announced  their  withdrawal  from  the  con- 
test, pursuant  to  the  request  of  those  whom  they  repre- 
sented, and  proponent's  counsel  signified  his  willing- 
ness to  allow  the  will  of  1871  to  be  admitted  to  probate. 
To  this  course  no  objection  seemed  to  be  made.  The 
counsel  for  contestants  appears,  therefore,  to  have 
assumed  that  no  further  evidence  was  necessary  on  his 
side,  and  the  matter  was,  in  this  somewhat  anomalous 
condition,  and  without  argument  by  the  learned  coun- 
sel l(»ft  to  the  court  to  determine. 

In  every  case,  a  testator  is  presumed  to  be 
sane.  To  this  presumption  is  usually  superadded 
the  testimony  of  subscribing  witnesses,  generally 
non-experts,  to  the  effect  that  they  considered  the 
testator  to  be  of  sound  and  disposing  mind  and 
memory.  Here  the  subscribing  witnesses  testified 
to  a  compliance  with  the  usual  foimalities  by  a 
person  whom  they  considered  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind  and  memory.  Thereupon,  and  without  regard 
to  any  facts  or  circumstances  occurring  at  any  other 
time  or  place  than  the  scene  of  the  execution,  the 
proponent  was  held  to  have  made  out  a  prima  facie 
case,  and  the  burden  of  proof  was  thrown  upon  the 
contestants  to  establish  the  fact,  if  they  could,  that 
some  one  or  more  of  these  formalities  had  not  been 
complied  with,  or  that  the  testator  was  incapable  of 
making  a  will  by  reason  of  unsoundness  of  mind. 
They  sought  to  assail  its  validity  on  the  latter  ground. 
It  is,  perhaps,  unnecessary  to  detail,  with  any  degree 
of  minuteness,  the  testimony  which  the  contestants 
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adduced  with  a  view  to  establishing  instinity.  Suffice 
it  to  say  that  the  intimate  associates  of  the  decedent 
observed,  at  least  as  early  as  November  1,  1872,  in  his 
acts,  appearance,  and  conversation,  indications  of 
aberration  of  mind  which  gave  them  much  concern ; 
that  this  condition  continued  down  to  November  9,  the 
day  of  the  date  of  the  will  in  controversy,  on  wliich 
day  his  conduct  and  language  was  of  so  marked  a 
character  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  his  insanity.  The 
painful  history,  from  this  period  down  to  about  Novem- 
ber 20,  when  he  w-as  removed,  by  his  friends,  to  the 
private  asylum  of  Dr.  Clioate,  near  Pleasantville,  is 
furnished  by  the  testimony,  and  there  it  ceases.  Prom 
that  date  to  a  few  hours  ju-evious  to  his  doath,  on 
November  29,  we  have  no  direct  evidence  as  to  his 
bodily  or  mental  condition.  \J\)on  this  evidence,  in 
connection  with  the  peculiar  provisions  of  the  will,  in 
the  light  of  the  fact,  as  alleged,  that  Gabrielle  was,  if 
anything,  his  favorite,  and  the  contrast  between  it  and 
other  wills  theretofore  made  by  him,  and  the  further 
fact  that  in  it  he  nominates  no  executor,  when,  in  1871, 
he  had  urged  upon  his  friend,  A.  J.  Johnson,  as  the 
chief  reason  why  he  should  make  a  will,  that  he  could 
thus  appoint  his  own  executor,  would  seem  to  be  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  contestant's  counsel  relies,  as 
establishing  testamentary  incapacity,  and  as  so  far 
overcoming  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing  witnesses 
as  to  again  cast  the  onus  prohandi  upon  the  propo- 
nent. In  this  I  am  inclined  to  believe  he  is  right.  To 
say  the  most  of  it,  the  evidence  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses is  YHTj  meagre  and  unsatisfactory  when  we  con- 
sider the  precedent  facts.  Here  was  a  person  who  had 
manifested  such  palpable  indications  of  unsettled  rea- 
son as  to  cause  his  most  cherished  and  intimate  friends 
the  liveliest  anxiety  ;  who  was  by  their  advice,  and 
under  their  direction,  doubtless,  removed  to  the  private 
asylum  of  an  eminent  physician,  where  the  treatment 
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of  diseases  of  the  brain  was  made  a  specialty,  and  who 
remained  under  his  treatment  until  the  disease  culmi- 
natt^d  in  death.  At  the  time  of  the  factum  of  the 
alleged  will,  and,  indeed,  during  that  day,  no  word  was 
uttered  by  the  dying  man  other  than  the  monosyllables, 
*'well,"  *'yes,"  and  *'no,"  in  response  to  qnestioDS 
put  to  him.  When  first  asked  if  the  paper  was  his  last 
will  and  testament,  he,  it  would  seem,  with  his  eyes 
closed,  said,  "no,"  and,  on  the  question  being  repeated 
in  a  different  form,  he  opened  his  eyes,  slightly  raised 
his  head,  looked  at  it,  and  said,  "yes."  When  asked 
by  Mr.  Stuart  if  he  would  have  him,  who  was  one  of 
his  most  intimate  friends,  as  one  of  the  witnesses,  he 
said  "no;"  at  which  Mr.  Stuart  was  so  evidently  as- 
tonished that  he  repeated  the  question  by  asking  "Will 
you  have  me,  John  R.  Stuart,  witness  it  ?"  and  the  re- 
sponse was  again  "no."  I  attach  very  slight  import- 
ance to  the  incident  of  the  hand-shaking  with  Mr.  Reid. 
While  all  of  these  circumstances  may  be  consistent 
with  the  soundness  of  a  mind  theretofore  sane,  they 
certainly,  it  strikes  me,  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
continiKHl  unsoundness,  when  it  has  bet»n  once  clearly 
established.  The  onus  was  upon  the  proponent  to  re- 
move any  doubts  upon  the  subject,  were  it  piticticable 
so  to  do. 

The  above  scene,  as  the  evidence  shows,  occurred 
about  an  hour  before  the  dissolution  of  the  decedent 
There  is  no  evidence  as  to  when  this  will  was  written, 
or  as  to  tlie  attendant  circumstances,  or  as  to  where  it 
was  found,  or  that  the  decedent  had  any  agency  what- 
ever in  its  production  for  formal  execution,  and  I  am 
not  permitted  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  evidence  of  Dr. 
Choate,  the  professional  expert  under  whose  care  and 
in  whose  house  the  patient  was  for  .nine  days  immedi- 
ately prior  to  his  death,  and  who  waa  in  the  house  at 
the  time  of  the  so-called  execution  of  the  alleged  will. 
Undei   the  peculiar  facts  of  the  case,  had  the  parties 
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ill  been  of  age,  the  intendment  would,  in  consequence, 
lave  been  strongly  against  the  proponent.  On  the 
>ther  hand,  because  there  is  an  infant  party,  principles 
>f  law  cannot  be  relaxed,  nor  unwarranted  inferences 
torn  evidence  be  made  in  her  favor.  In  these  respects 
;he  law  knows  no  distinction  of  sex  or  age.  **  Soundness 
ind  perfectness  of  mind  are  held,  in  law,  to  be  abso« 
utelj  requisite  in  the  making  of  wills;  the  health,  of 
;he  body  merely  not  being  regarded.  If  general 
nsanity  be  proved,  it  is  presumed  to  continue  until  a 
"ecovery  be  shown,  and  the  party  alleging  a  restoration 
0  sanity  must  prove  his  allegation  "  (Gtrohlev.  Barr, 
5  Barr^  441). 

With  respect  to  persons  of  unsound  mind  having 
!ncid  intervals,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  evidence  adduced 
A  support  of  the  will  shall  establish  that  the  party  af- 
licted  had  intermissions,  and  that  there  was  an  inter- 
nission  at  the  time  of  the  act ;  but  the  order  of  proof 
md  presumption  is  thereby  inverted.  For  where  in- 
sanity is  established,  then  the  party  who  would  take 
idvantage  of  the  act  done  during  an  interval  of  reason 
nust  prove  such  act  to  have  been  so  done  (Cartwright 
J.  Cartwright,  1  Phillim.y  90).  In  this  instance,  we 
lave  the  general  insanity  of  the  decedent  established, 
md  no  sufficient  proof  that  at  the  time  of  the  /actum 
here  was  an  interval  of  reason.  Applying  the  above 
principles  to  the  state  of  facts,  it  follows  that  the  will 
}f  1872  must  be  refused  probate. 

The  will  of  1871  having  been  duly  proven,  must 
therefore  be  admitted  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Soiace  Greeley. 

w.  B. — XV.— 26 
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OASPAR  against  O'BRIEN. 

New    York  Stcperior   Courts   Oeneral    Term; 

Notemier^  1873. 

Evidence.— QiTESTioNB  op  Fact  and  of  Opinion. 

In  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  taken 
by  him  from  plaintiff,  under  process  against  a  third  person,  where 
the  pluintiff  claims  under  an  assignment  made  by  the  tnniferee  of 
the  debtors  in  the  process,  the  question  whether  such  trtnafeiw 
was  the  owner  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  asslgnmcot 
to  the  plaintiff,  calls  for  a  fact,  and  not  a  conclusion  of  law;  or  if 
it  be  a  conclusion  of  a  law,  this  objection  should  be  brooght  oat 
on  cross-examination. 

Such  a  question  is  not  objectionable  as  embracing  the  whole  merita  of 
the  case. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Jacob  Caspar  agaiw* 
James  O'Brien,  sheriff,  &c.,  and  now  came  before  the 
court  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  from 
an  order  denying  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial 
upon  the  judge's  minutes. 

A.  Oakey  Ilall^  for  appellant. 

R.  8.  JVewcombCj  for  responden 

By  the  Court. — ^Preedman,  J. — ^This  action  waa 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  late  sheriff  of  th« 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  to  recover  the  valu®  w 
certain  merchandise  taken  by  said  sheriff  from  tn® 
possession  of  the  plaintiff  under  process  of  court  not 
directed  against  the  plaintiff.  In  March,  1869,  the  good* 
were  sold  by  Wheelright,  Pippey  &Co.,  of  New  York, 
to  the  firm  of  Marks  &  Cohen,  then  doing  business  at 
No.  100  Chambers-street,  in  the  city  of  New  York- 
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Shortly  afterwards  the  goods  were  sent  to  Paterson, 
N.  J.,  where  Marks  &  Cohen  kept  a  branch  store.  Evi- 
lence  was  also  given  that  in  May,  1869,  another  Marks, 
tamed  Harris  Marks,  bought  out  the  store  of  Marks 
b  Ck>hen  at  Paterson,  together  with  the  stockof  goods 
liherein  contained,  which  included  the  merchandise 
ibove  referred  to.  Harris  Marks  is  a  son-in-law  of  the 
plaintiff, .and  plaintiff  claimed  that  on  June  16,  1869, 
be,  through  his  agent,  one  Jacobs,  who  is  another  son-r 
In-law  of  plaintiff,  adv^anced  seven  hundred  and  fifty 
lollars  to  Harris  Marks,  and  that  he  received,  through 
said  agent,  as  security  for  the  loan,  the  merchandise  in 
controversy.  It  was  contained  in  four  cases,  and  sent 
from  Paterson  to  New  York. 

The  sheriff  levied  upon  these  cases,  while  they  were 
)n  storage  in  the  storehouse  No.  28  Jay-street,  in  the 
lame  of  the  plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  attach-^ 
nent  procured  by  Wheelright,  Pippey  &  Co.  against 
'he  property  of  Marks  &  Cohen,  and  in  doing  so 
claimed  that  they  really  belonged  to  Marks  &  Cohen, 
ind  that  the  ownership  in  Harris  Marks,  as  claimed  on 
he  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was  simulated,  and  constituted 
nerely  part  of  a  scheme  to  defraud  the  creditors  of 
if  arks  &  Cohen.  The  questions  of  fact  involved  in  the 
case  were  fully  and  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  under 
i  charge  to  which  the  defendant  took  no  exception, 
ind  they  were  determined  by  the  jury  in  favor  of  the 
3laintiff. 

No  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  made  at 
my  time,  nor  did  the  defendant  ask  for  the  direction 
)f  a  verdict  Defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon 
he  judge's  minutes  was,  therefore,  properly  denied 
Rowe  V.  Stevens,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.,  389). 

The  only  remaining  questions  relate  to  the  rulings 
rf  the  court  below  in  permitting  Harris  Marks  to 
mswer  certain  interrogatories.  He  was  called  as  a 
vritne&s  for  the  plaintiff,  and  placed  upon  the  stand 
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after  defendant  had  rested.  He  testified  that  in  June-i^^  ^^ 
1869,  he  had  a  money  transaction  with  the  plaintiff:  ""^J 
that  he  took  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  firom  th^-^=*^ 
plaintifl*and  gave  him  goods  as  security  therefor.  Hc^^^® 
was  then  asked:  *•  At  that  time,  who  did  these  good^-^^* 
belong  to?"  The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  objected^>^^ 
to  the  question,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  incompetenti  ^^^_i 
and  that  it  called  for  a  conclusion  of  law  on  the  part  ol 
the  witness,  and  not  for  a  statement  of  fact,  l^he  court 
overruled  the  objection,  and  permitted  the  question  to 
be  answered  ;  to  which  ruling  the  defendant  excepted. 
The  witness  thereupon  testified  that  at  that  time  the 
said  goods  belonged  to  him  ;  that  they  belonged  to  him 
when  he  gave  them  to  the  plaintiff  as  security  ;  that  he 
delivered  them  to  Jacobs  in  Paterson ;  that  the  name 
of  Harris  Marks  was  then  up  in  the  store,  and  that  he 
was  in  the  possession  of  the  store.  He  was  then  asked 
the  further  question  :  '*  And  the  owner  of  it  at  that 
time !"  This  the  court  also  permitted  to  be  answered 
against  the  objection  and  exception  of  the  defendant^ 
and  the  witness  said  :  "Yes,  sir,  I  think  about  a  week 
or  two  previous  to  the  time  1  borrowed  that  money  of 
Mr.  Caspar,  I  had  been  in  possession  of  the  store." 
These  inquiries  called  for  a  fact,  and  not  for  a  conclu- 
sion of  law,  as  claimed.  The  witness  was  in  a  position 
to  know  how  the  fact  in  that  respect  was.  The  ques- 
tions were,  therefore,  admissible,  and  it  was  the  ofiSce 
of  a  cross-examination  to  discover  whether  the  witness 
stated  in  his  answer  a  fact  or  a  conclusion.  This  was 
expressly  held  in  Walsh  v.  Kelly,  42  Barb.,  98  (104), 
which  involved  the  admissibility  of  a  precisely  similar 
question.  In  Knapp  v.  Smith,  27  iV.  F.,  277  ;  Sweet 
V.  Teeth,  14  Id.,  467,  and  Davis  v.  Peck,  64  Barb., 
425,  analogous  questions  were  sustained  for  the  same 
reason. 

Neither  the  questions  in  the  case  at  bar,  nor  the 
answers  thereto,  were  subject  to  the  criticism  that  they 
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»r  either  of  them  embraced  the  whole  merits  of  the 
lase,  and  left  nothmg  for  either  court  or  jury  to  de- 
cide. The  inquiries  were  as  to  the  fact  of  naked 
>wnership  at  a  particular  time,  while  the  issue  to  be 
letermined  by  the  jury  involved  the  bona  fides  of  the 
possession  and  ownership  at  the  time  of  the  loan  made 
yy  the  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  and  order  should  be  afBrraed,  with 

KKltS. 

Baeboub,  Ch.  J.,  and  Monell,  J.,  concurred. 


HOYT  against  BAKER. 

Bwpreme  Court,  Second  Department^  Second  District; 
General  Term^  February,  1873. 

Wabehouse  Receipts. — Action  poe  the  Posses- 
sion OP  Grain. 

Plaintiffs  agreed  to  sell  A.  &  Co.  a  cargo  of  com.  A.  took  a  sample, 
and  plaintiffs  sent  the  boat  and  cargo  as  directed  by  A  &  Co.  to 
the  warehouse  of  B.  &  M.,  warehousemen,  to  have  the  com  dis- 
charged. The  warehouse  receipt  was  made  out  in  the  name  of  A. 
A  Co.,  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  warehousemen,  and  they  im- 
mediately pledged  the  receipt  with  C.  &  Co.,  as  security  for  a  loan 
made  on  the  faith  of  it.  A.  &  Co.  were  at  the  time  insolvent,  and 
failed  to  pay  the  price  of  the  com.  Edd^  that  the  sellers  not 
having  informed  the  warehousemen  of  their  claim,  the  warehouse- 
men were  not  bound  to  protect  it;  and  that  the  buyer's  possession 
of  the  receipt  was  equivalent  to  possession  of  the  com,  and  C.  & 
Co.  having  made  advances  on  the  receipt,  in  good  faith,  should  i)e 
protected.* 

*  Compare  the  next  case. 
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Jesse  Hoyty  Leonard  Hazeltine,  Jr.,  and  Tbeodc^r^ 
J.  Hasted,   sued    Gorbam  F.  Baker  and  others,       to 
recover  the  possession  of  a  cargo  of  com,  and  daniaL^e^s 
for  its  detention.    The  defendants  were ; — Qorham       F* 
Baker  and  Gilbert   Montague,  warehoasemen  in       the 
eity  of  Brooklyn ;  Abiel  Akin  and  Lloyd  D.  Pie^  'co, 
merchants,  who  had  contracted  with  piaintiffs  for       the 
purchase  of  the  cargo,  and  had  received  the  wareho    'ose 
receipt  therefor  ;  and  Henry  J.  Camraann  and  Willw  ^« 
H.  Morrison,  commission  merchants,  to  whom  Akii^Kt  & 
Co.  had  indorsed  the  warehouse  receipt,  and  who  L — ^^i 
made  advances  to  Akin  &  Co.  thereon.    The  detail^^  of 
the  evidence  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  at  the  circnit,  the  co      art 
directed  a  verdict  against  Akin  &  Co.,  and  left  it  to       the 
jury  to  determine,  under  its  instructions  as  to  the  l^^''? 
whether  there  should  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs        ** 
against  the  other  defendants.    The  main  question     —  ^' 
fact  submitted,  was  whether  there  was  an  intention         ^^ 
the  part  of  plaintiffs  to  transfer  the  property,  and         ^ 
the  part  of  Akin  &  Co.  to  receive  it. 

The  defendants  Cammann  and  Morrison  moved       -  * 
sx>ecial  term  for  a  new  trial,  which  haying  been  deni^=^^^' 
they  appealed  to  the  general  term,  both  from  the  jud^^^^' 
ment  and  from  the  order  denying  the  new  trial.  . 

Akin  and  Pierce  also  appealed  from  the  judgmec^'^^ 


W.  W.  Ooodrichy  for  Cammann  &  Morrison,  a'  -^^.^ 
jwllants : — I.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  dismi^  -^  J 
the  complaint  as  to  Cammann  &  Morrison  on  the  plea^  -^^' 
ings,  for  the  action  is  to  recover  specific  possession  air"^^" 
damages,  but  the  complaint  does  not  allege  the  demar  -^^" 
on  Cammann  &  Morrison,  nor  that  they  took  a  recei  ^V^ 
with  knowledge  of  the  transactions  between  A.  &  C^^^- 

(Jessop  2>.  Miller,  2  Alib.  Ol.  App.  Dec.^  440  ;  Hall « 

Robinson,     iV.  T.,  293 ;  Whitney  2>.  Slauson,  a05ari 
278  ;  Fuller  x.  Lewis,  13  How.  Pr.,  220). 

I 
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II.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict 
pon  the  evidence  (Rawls  v.  Deshler,  4  Abb.  ,Ct.  App. 
)«?.,  18 ;  HoUingsworth  v.  Napier,  3  Cat,  182 ;  Bank 
f  Rochester  v.  Jones,  4  If.  7.,  497;  Halliday  7>. 
Lamilton,  11  WaU.,  560 ;  Ballard  v.  Btlrgett,  40  IT.  T., 
L8 ;  Rowley  v.  Bigelow,  12  Pick.,  310 ;  Smith  o. 
Jennie,  6  Id.,  266  ;  Paddon  v.  Taylor,  U  JST.  7.,  371 ; 
wift  V.  Tyson,  16  Fet.  U.  &,  16,  16 ;  First  Nat 
tank  «.  Green,  43  N.  Z.,  298 ;  Belmont  Bank  i?.  Hoge, 
5  /A,  68  ;  Nichols  i?.  Michael,  23  Id.,  266  ;  Nichols  t?. 
inner,  18  Id.^  296;  Hall  t).  Nay  lor,  18  Id.,  688; 
Western  Transp.  CJo.  ^.  Marshall,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.j 
82,  court  of  appeals,  1867 ;  Rowley  v.  BigiJow,  12 
^ick.,  306). 

C.  Van  Sanfvoordf  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Scvdder  dk  Carter ^  attorneys  for  Baker  and  Mon- 
Eigue. 

R.  H.  UnderhiUj  attorney  for  Akin  &  Co. 


Tappan,  J.— In  October,  1868,  the  plaintiffs  agreed 
o  sell  the  defendants  Akin  &  Co.,  a  cargo  of  corn  per 
KMit  Toronto.  Mr.  Hazeltine,  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
estiiies:  *'Itold  Akin  I  would  sell  him  this  load  of 
:orn  at  one  dollar  and  fourteen  cents,  he  to  pay  de- 
nnrrage,  if  boat  not  unloaded  tliat  day.  I  asked  him 
vhere  I  should  send  the  boat  to  have  it  unloaded  ;  he 
aid  to  Baker  &  Montague's  store." 

Akin  took  the  sample  box  containing  the  com,  and 
;he  plaintiffs  sent  the  boat  and  cargo,  as  directed  by  the 
DTiyers,  to  the  warehouse  of  the  other  defendants, 
Baker  &  Montague,  to  have  the  corn  discharged.  The 
wrarehouse  receipt  was  made  out  in  the  name  of  Akin 
fc  Co.,  the  buyers ;  it  came  to  their  hands  from  the 
warehousemen,  and  they  immediatelj",  on  the  day  they 
received  it,  negotiated  a  loan  of  seven  thousand  five 
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hundred  dollars  thereon  with  the  other  defendants 
Cammann  &  Morrison,  who  thereupon  received  the 
warehouse  receipt  or  certificate  with  the  indorsement  of 
Akin  &  Co.  The  sale  was  on  Saturday.  The  boat  was 
discharged  Saturday  afternoon  and  Monday,  on  which 
day  the  warehouse  receipt  was  issued  and  loan  ob- 
tained. The  buyers  became  insolvent  shortly  before 
or  immediately  after  they  had  made  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase of  the  com,  and  they  failed  to  pay  the  plaintiffs 
therefor.  Their  insolvency,  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, is  not  questioned  even  by  themselves,  but  they 
claim  that,  as  a  fact,  it  was  not  then  known  to  them. 
Plaintiff  Hazeltine,  on  ascertaining  that  Akin  &  Co. 
had  the  warehouse  receipt,  went  to  them  and  demanded 
it.  They  said  they  had  borrowed  seven  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars  on  it.  Hazeltine  then  testifies:  "I 
told  Akin,  the  property  being  ours,  the  money  was 
ours,  and  I  wanted  the  money."  Akin,  in  his  testi- 
mony, says,  "  that  it  was  only  the  third  day  after  sale, 
and  the  money  was  not  due  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of 
this  demand.'* 

The  plaintiffs  demanded  the  property  of  Akin  ft 
Co.  without  delay,  and  then  brought  replevin.  The 
defendants  0am  man n  &  Morrison,  counter-bonded  and 
took  possession  of  the  grain,  and  subsequently  sold  the 
same  for  other  advances.  No  demand  of  the  grain  was 
made  of  them,  but  the  plaintiffs  demanded  the  ware- 
house receipt  of  them. 

The  plaintiffs,  to  maintain  their  right  to  the  prop- 
erty, aver,  that  by  the  terms  of  sale  and  the  custom  of    : 
the  trade,  there  was  to  be  no  possession  in  the  buyers  ^ 
until  payment,  and  that  by  failure  of  payment  the  titles 
to  the  property  did  not  pass  out  of  the  plaintiffs  or  t< 
any  of  the  defendants. 

The  testimony  of  a  number  of  witnesses  for  th< 
plaintiiTs,  dealers  in  grain,  of  large  experience,  was 
the  effect  of  a  custom  for  the  protection  of  the  sell< 
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which  may  be  stated  as  follows  :  The  grain  is  taken  to 
the  warehouse  with  a  sample-box  containing  seller's 
card ;  the  weigh-master  ascertains  the  quality,  as  com- 
pared with  the  sample  furnished  him  for  that  purpose 
by  the  buyer,  also  the  quantity  or  weight.  The  returns 
are  then  made  out  and  sent  with  the  warehouse  receipt 
usually  to  the  seller,  who  from  them  makes  out  the  bill 
and  account  against  the  buyer,  and  upon  settlement  or 
payment  transfers  the  returns  and  warehouse  receipt  to 
the  buyer,  and  then  the  delivery  becomes  complete  and 
title  passes,  and  the  buyer  becomes  the  owner. 

The  custom  would  bind  the  parties  to  the  transac- 
tion, or  those  who  could  be  charged  with  knowledge 
thereof,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  custom  is  of 
such  publicity  or  regularity  as  to  charge  the  defendants 
Cammann  &  Morrison,  who  were  not  directly  in  that 
line  of  trade.  In  fact,  it  would  seem  that  there  is  a 
duty  incumbent  on  the  warehouseman  in  making  out 
or  delivering  the  warehouse  receipt.  And  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  Hazeltine,  testifies:  ^'The  seller  thinks  the 
warehouseman  must  be  sure  that  he  gives  proper  receipt 
to  the  proper  party  ;  it  is  his  business  to  see  that  he 
gives  it  to  the  owner."  *'It  is  the  warehouseman's 
business  to  find  out  the  seller,  and  one  of  the  risks  of 
his  doing  business."  And  further  on  he  says,  "he 
must  pay  the  penalty  of  a  mistake  in  making  erronoous 
delivery  of  a  warehouse  receipt  to  buyer  insuiid  of 
seller." 

And  the  query  arises  whether  this  does  not  indicate 
the  plaintiff's  proper  remedy  in  this  case. 

Mr.  Hazeltine  further  testifies,  *'that  since  this 
transaction,  and  to  prevent  repetition  of  anything 
similar,  the  plaintiffs  have  changed  the  form  of  their 
orders."  That  is,  as  I  gather  from  other  parts  of  the 
testimony,  they  now,  on  delivery,  direct  warehousemen 
to  store  it  for  iheir.  account. 

The  warehouse  receipt  was  in  the  name  of  Akin  & 
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Co.,  and  its  delivery  to  them  was  in  the  usual  comae  of 
business,  where  no  other  person  was  kilown  in  the 
affair ;  and  Baker,  the  warehouseman  who  makes  this 
statement,  also  says,  ^^  we  did  nbt  know  the  plaintiffs 
had  any  interest  in  the  transaction.  If  I  had  known 
there  was  a  sale  of  corn  by  Hoyt  &  Co.,  I  should  -have 
sent  them  the  returns  as  is  usuaL" 

It  further  appears,  that  in  the  year  1868,  ^mong 
some  parties  in  the  trade,  the  practice,  as  to  what  person 
should  receive  the  returns  from  the  warehouse,  de- 
pended largely  upon  the  character  of  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  Lainbeer,  a  witness,  says  :  **  I  have  been  in  the 
storage  business  since  the  year  1845 ;  I  think  the  seller 
has  a  duty  to  perform  in  letting  warehousemen  know 
something  about  if 

To  overcome  plaintiffs'  claim  that  Akin  &  Co.  were 
not  to  have  delivery  or  title  before  payment,  and  to 
show  that  the  parties  had  dealt  otherwise,  proof  was 
given  by  the  defendants,  Akin  &  Co.,  of  five  different 
transactions  in  grain  between  them  and  the  plaintiffs, 
covering  a  period  of  six  months  immediately  before  the 
transaction  in  suit;  and  the  plaintiff  Hazeltine  saysp 
**  in  those  cases  we  did  not  get  the  warehouse  receipt 
or  bills  pf  lading."  And  it  also  appears  that  although 
plaintiffs  had  pai'ted  with  the  grain,  and  did  not  hold 
the  ''returns,"  so  called,  yet  that  payment  was  not 
made  by  Akin  &  Co.  for  a  period  varying  from  five  to 
ten  days  afterward.  The  word  "  returns  "  as  used  here 
and  by  the  witnesses,  is  understood  to  refer  to  weigher's 
certificates,  warehouse  receipts  and  bills  of  lading,  all 
going  together.  On  the  part  of  Cammann  &  Morrison, 
it  is  claimed  that  their  advances,  being  in  good  faith  in 
the  course  of  mercantile  usage,  without  fraud  or  notice, 
and  upon  the  faith  of  an  instrument  recognized  by 
statute  as  a  negotiable  security,  they  are  entitled  to  be 
protected,  and  the  well-known  rule  in  Lickbarrow  v. 
Mason,  3  Term  B.^  63,  applies;  that  ''where  one  of 
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two  innocent  parties  must  suffer  by  tha  fraudulent 
practice  of  a  third  party,  he  who  has  put  it  in  the 
power  of  the  third  party  to  commit  the  fraud  must  bear 
the  loss."  The  rule  is  to  be  applied  with  care.  L?t  us 
see  what  position  the  plaintiffs  occupied  after  the  con- 
tracts of  sale.  They  were  instructed  by  Akin  &  Co.  to 
deliver  the  grain  at  a  certain  warehouse,  and  they  did 
so.  The  price  and  place  of  delivery  were  named, 
quantity  and  quality  ascertained  and  grain  stored  for 
account  of  the  buyers,  and  at  their  charge  and  ex- 
pense, and  a  warehouse  certificate  issued  in  their  name. 
Was  it  the  duty  of  the  warehouseman,  who  did  not 
know  the  plaintiffs  in  the  transaction,  to  do  anything 
for  their  protection  f  Did  they  not  owe  a  duty  to  l^e 
warehouseman  if  they  wanted  the  warehouse  certificate 
from  him  )  In  other  words,  taking  the  transaction  and 
the  testimony  together,  were  not  the  pl^dntifis  extremely 
negligent  f 

But  even  if  the  warehouseman  be  chargeable  with 
omission  or  mistake,  that  cannot  work  to  the  injury  ol 
a  title  acquired  by  an  innocent  party,  in  good  faith, 
from  one  who  had  not  only  an  interest  in  the  property 
but  all  the  indicia  of  title. 

Possession  of  the  receipt,  under  such  circumstances, 
was  possession  of  the  grain  (4  Comsty  497, 507 ;  Para. 
Merc.  L.J  67-61 ;  Brown  t>.  Peabody,  13  N.  T. 
[3  Kern.'],  121). 

And  a  vendor,  who  parted  with  possession  of  grain, 
but  retained  the  title,  was  held  subordinate  to  a  buyer 
in  good  faith  (Rawls  v.  Deshler,  4  Abb.  CL  App.  Deo., 
18 ;  S.  C,  3  KeyeSj  575). 

Suppose  the  grain  were  destroyed  in  the  warehouse 
before  plaintiffs  had  been  paid  for  it,  if  they  are  right  in 
their  position,  the  loss  would  have  fallen  on  them.  A 
case  in  point  on  this  head,  charging  the  loss  on  the 
buyer,  will  be  found  in  Bussel  t).  Garrington,  44  N.  71, 
875. 
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The  case  at  bar  is  ^o  be  distinguished  from  some  OT 
the  cases  qnoted  by  the  plaintiffs'  coansel. 

In  Basset  v.  Spofford,  45  If.  Z.,  392,  the  defendant 
received  the  property  from  a  person  who,  on  pretense 
of  a  purchase  had  obtained  larcenous  possession,  and 
the  court  says  :  "Had  the  defendant  received  from  him 
the  bill  of  lading  or  receipt  for  the  goods,  and  dealt 
with  him  on  the  faith  of  it,  a  different  question  might 
arise."  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  possession  of  Akin  & 
Co.  was  not  in  any  sense  larcenous,  and  they  were  dealt 
with  by  Cammann  &  Morrison  on  the  faith  of  the 
receipt 

In  Ballard  v.  Burgett,*  40  If.  7".,  314,  it  was  a  part 
of  the  contract  of  sale  that  the  vendor  was  to  remain 
the  owner  of  cattle  until  the  vendee  had  paid  for 
them. 

In  Spraight  v.  Hawley,t  39  IT.  T.,  448,  it  is  said : 
"  If  the  owner  has  done  something  calculated  to  mis- 
lead, on  which  a  third  party  has  a  right  to,  and  does, 
rely,  the  maxim  in  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  would 
apply." 

Among  the  requests  to  charge,  the  court  refused  the 
following :  **  That  if  plaintiffs,  after  the  contract  of  sale 
to  Akin  &  Co.,  put  them  in  apparent  possession  of  the 
corn,  whereby  they  were  enabled  to  obtain  the  ware- 
house receipt,  and  the  defendants  Cammann  &  Mor- 
rison, having  advanced  on  that  receipt  in  good  faith, 
a  verdict  should  be  rendered  in  their  favor."  The  de- 
fendant excepted  to  this  refusal.  There  was  enough 
testimony  in  the  case,  and  some  conflict  as  to  facts*,  in  the 
evidence  given  by  buyer  and  seller,  which  make  the 
request  good. 

The  court  ordered  a  verdict  against  Akin  &  Co.,  and 
the  jury  found  against  the  other  defendants  for  the 
value  of  the  property. 

^  Reported  below  in  47  Bat^.,  646. 

t  Reported  below  as  Dudley  v.  Hawley,  40  Barb.^  897. 
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The  judgment  shdald  be  set  aside  and"*  a  hew  trial 
ordered,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Baknakd,  J.,  concnrs  in  the  result,  upon  the  ground 
of  error,  at  the  circuit,  as  matter  of  law,  in  the  direction 
of  the  justice  at  the  trial,  in  ordering  verdict  against 
Akin  &  Co. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


HAZARD  against  ABEL. 

Buffalo  Superior  Court;  General  Term^  1873. 

Bill  of  Lading. — Acthon  fob  Convebsion  of 

Grain 

L,  the  shipper  of  grain,  took  for  it  a  biU  of  lading  expressing 
that  the  consignment  was  for  account  of  L.,  care  of  N.,  at  Buffalo, 
and  drew  a  sight  draft  upon  N.  for  a  large  sum,  and  on  the  draft 
and  bill  of  lading  he  borrowed  tlie  money  to  pay  for  the  grain. 
K.,  on  presentation  of  the  draft  and  bill,  obtained  a  loan  from  the 
plaintiffs  by  pledging  the  bill  of  lading,  indorsing  it  personally  and 
as  agent,  and  with  the  money  thus  borrowed  he  paid  the  draft.  At 
the  same  time  he  signed,  as  agent,  a  receipt  expressing  that  the 
money  was  an  advance  on  the  com,  and  that  the  bill  of  lading  was 
iield  by  plaintiffs  as  collateral.  On  the  subsequent  arrival  of  the 
vessel,  the  master,  by  N.'s  direction,  delivered  the  grain  to  the  de- 
fendants as  warehousemen,  who  thereupon  issued  a  ticket  acknowl- 
edging its  receipt  from  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  the  master  in- 
dorsed this  receipt  to  the  order  of  N.  The  defendants  subsequently 
delivered  all  the  com  pursuant  to  various  orders  drawn  upon  them 
by  N.  in  favor  of  third  persons.  Eeldy  that  defendants,  not  having 
had  notice  of  the  advances  made  by  plaintiffs,  were  not  liable  to 
plaintiffs  for  so  delivering  the  grain. 

Warehousemen  who  receive  from  a  carrier  a  cargo  of  grain,  issuing 
their  receipt  therefor  to  the  carrier,  which  the  carrier  indorses  to 
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the  person  named  as  consignee's  agent  io  the  bill  of  lading,  are  not 
liable  in  trover,  to  the  consignea,  or  his  pledge  of  the  bill  uf  lading, 
for  delivering  the  grain  upon  the  order  of  such  agent,  and  nvithoot 
notice  of  the  pledge.* 

George  S.  Hazard  and  Frank  W.  Fiske  saed 
William  H.  Abel,  as  president  of  the  Western  Elevator 
Company,  to  recover  damages  for  twenty-four  thousand 
bushels  of  com,  alleged  to  have  been  converted  by  the 
defendant,  an  elevating  company  of  Buffalo.  The  cause 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  May  7,  1873. 

Upon  the  trial  it  appeared  that  on  October  28,  1871, 
at  Chicago,  J.  B.  Lyon  shipped  the  property  upon  the 
schooner  Czarj  bound  for  Buffalo,  and  bills  of  lading 
in  the  usual  form  were  issued  by  the  master,  the  con- 
signment being  made  ^'acct.  J.  B.  Lyon,  care  O.  L. 
Nims,  Buffalo."  Before  the  arrival  at  BuAReiIo,  J.  B. 
Lyon  drew  his  sight  draft  of  October  28,  at  Chicago, 
upon  O.  L.  Nims,  Buffalo,  *for  twelve  thousand  six 
hundred  and  ten  dollars  and  fifty-nine  cents,  in  favor 
*  of  a  bank,  and  upon  that  and  the  bill  of  lading  the 
money  was  raised  to  pay  for  the  com.  When  the 
draft  was  presented  at  Buffalo  on*  October  30,  Nims  ne- 
gotiated an  advance  or  loan  of  the  plaintiffs'  for  twelve 
thousand  six  hundred  dollars,  thereby  paying  the 
draft,  and  delivered  over  to  them  the  bill  of  lading 
which  accompanied  it,  to  be  held  as  collateral,  indors- 
ing it  personally  and  also  as  agent.  At  the  same  time, 
as  "  O.  L.  Nims,  agt.,''  he  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs  a  receipt,  stating  the  receipt  of  the  money  as 
an  advance  on  the  corn,  and  that  the  bill  of  lading  was 
held  as  collateraL  The  vessel  arrived  at  Buffalo  Nov. 
8,  and  the  master  reported  to  O.  L.  Nims,  by  whose 
direction  the  corn  was  that  day  delivered  to  and 
received  by  the  defendant  in  an  elevator  according  to 
the  usage  at  that  port,  Nims  paying  the  freight  and 

*  Compare  the  last  case. 


k. 
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charges.  The  defendant  on  that  day  issued  a  ticket 
acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  property  from  the 
vessel,  whic!h  the  master  indorsed  to  the  order  of  O.  L. 
Nims.  The  com  was  disposed  of  by  Nims  as  follows  : 
On  November  10  he  drew  an  order  npon  the  elevator 
for  delivery  to  J.  M.  Hutchinson  of  thirteen  thousand 
three  hundred  and  three  bushels.  The  defendant 
issurd  a  receipt  for  that  ^-mount  from  Nims  for  account 
of  whom  it  may  concern,  subject  to  the  order  of 
Hutcliinson,  who  on  the  same  day  indorsed  the  receipt^ 
directing  a  delivery  to  O.  L.  Nims'  agent  on  payment 
of  all  charges,  and  delivered  the  receipt  so  indorsed  to 
Nims.  Thereupon  on  November  10,  11,  12,  five  orders 
were  drawn  by  **Nims  and  others,  agents,"  upon  the 
elevator  for  the  delivery  of  the  corn  to  canal  boats,  and 
it  was  all  so  delivered  and  shipped,  upon  which  all 
connection  of  the  defendant  with  the  property  ceased. 

The  receipts  given  by  the  defendant,  and  the  orders 
upon  it,  were  all  according  to  the  usual  and  uniform 
usage  of  ftie  port,  and  the  method  of  receiving,  ele-  . 
vating,  and  shipping  forward  such  cargoes  by  canal 
boat  to  a  market. 

It  was  admitted  that  neither  the  master  of  the  vessel 
nor  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  facts  relating  to  the 
advance  by  plaintiff,  and  that  nothing  occurred,  as  far 
as  the  defendant  was  concerned,  until  November  28, 
when  the  plaintiffs  notified  the  defendant  not  to  ship 
the  corn.  Nims  failed  on  November  20,  having  dis- 
posed of  the  property  without  accounting  to  or  paying 
the  advance  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  have  instituted  this 
action  to  recover  the  value  of  their  special  property. 

It  appeared,  also,  that  before  the  date  of  Nims' 
failure,  the  plaintiffs  took  no  steps  to  protect  their 
interests,  that  they  knew  of  the  arrival  of  the  com  on 
November  8,  and  asked  Nims  what  he  was  going  to  do 
with  ic^  and  he  informed  them  that  he  had  new  Toledo 
com  coming  in  which  he  should  mix  with  the  cargo  of 
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the  Czar  and  ship,  and  which  was  done  by  him.  but 
nothing  farther  occurred  between  them  until  the  day  of 
the  fiiilure,  when  the  plaintiffs  presented  at  Nims' 
oflSce  tlie  account  for  the  advances,  interest,  exchange 
and  commission. 

It  also  appeared  that,  during  all  the  transactionSi 
Nims  was,  m  fact,  the  owner  of  the  corn,  and,  on  its 
arrival,  took  charge  of  it,  and  dealt  with  it  as  his  own, 
and  Lyon  was  merely  his  purchasing  agent  at  Chicago. 

John  Oanson,  for  plaintiffs. 

William  H.  Oreene,  for  defendant. 

Sheldon,  J.— The  bill  of  lading  in  this  case  con- 
signed the  property  to  the  shipper,  as  consignee,  to  the 
care  of  a  delivery  agent  at  the  port  of  destination.  Had 
it  been  consigned  to  consignee  or  order,  the  duty  of  the 
carrier  would  have  been  to  have  delivered  only  to  the 
consignee  on  production  of  the  bill,  or  to  the  assignee 
holding  and  producing  it  duly  indorsed  (3  Kent  Com.y 
289  ;  The  Thames,  14  WalL^  98,  and  cases  cited). 

But  in  this  case,  by  common  consent,  not  only  the 
shipper,  but  all  the  indorsers  or  assignees  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  constituted  Nims  their  agent  to  receive  and  care 
for  the  property  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of 
business  until  his  agency  was  properly  revoked.  Upon 
the  face  of  the  bill,  being  only  such  agents  he  had  no 
property  in  the  corn,  and  could  maintain  no  action 
against  the  master  or  carrier  for  not  delivering,  or  for 
negligence  {Abh.  on  Shipp.j  411 ;  Grove  v.  Brieo, 
8  How.  U.  S.J  429).  Nor  could  he,  in  any  manner, 
pledge  or  convey  title  to  the  property,  and  his  transfer 
of  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  plaintiffs  gave  them  no  rights 
against  the  consignee  or  over  the  property.  The  bill 
itself  notified  them  that  he  was  a  mere  agent,  dealing 
with  the  property  of  others,  and  that  it  was  beyond  the 
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ordinary  business  of  a  delivery  agent  to  pledge  the 
XiToperty  of  his  principal  (Duncan  v.  Jandon,  16  WcULj 
3.65). 

By  a  delivery  to  the  agent,  the  ship  fulfilled  its 
^nj^gement.     It  was  right,  in  fact  and  in  law,  tliat  the 
xnaster  report  to  Nims  as  the  delivery  agent,  and  take 
Ills  directions  as  to  unlading,  and  take  the  ticket  evi- 
dencing the  discharging  of  the  cargo  and  deliver  it  to 
"the  delivery  agent.    The  delivery  to  the  defendant  was 
^one  by  the  lawful  order  of  the  agent,  and  the  issuing 
of  the  ticket  and  its  transfer  to  Nims  was  but  a  dis- 
<3harge  of  the  duty  of  the  ship,  and  afforded  evidence  to 
liim  that  the  duty  was  performed,  and  that  the  com  was 
in  the  elevator,  subject  to  his  disposition  as  completely 
WIS  it  was  when  on  shipboard.     Whatever  the  master  did 
^^iras  in  the  line  of  his  duty  and  the  usual  and  necessary 
course  of  business  at  the  port  of  destination,  and,  if  so, 
"^v^hatever  the  defendant  did  in  the  receiving  was  equally 
justifiable.     In  this  view,  then,  the  ship  has  fulfilled 
its   engagement,   and  made  delivery  according  to  it 
xvithout  production  of  the  bill  of  lading  issued  to  the 
ehipppr,  for  it  had,   without  notice  of  the  rights  of 
others,  delivered  to  one  who  was  the  constituted  agent 
of  all  to  receive  and  care  for  the  property  at  the  port  of 
destination. 

The  fact  that  appeared  extrinsically,  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing, that  Nims  in  fact  was  the  owner  or  the  general 
owner  of  the  property  does  not  change  or  affc'ct  the 
rights  of  the  carrier  or  of  the  defendant  as  far  as  above 
considered.  If  he  dealt  with  it  as  owner,  as  he  testifies,. 
then  he  was  entitled  at  least  to  receive  the  corn.  That 
he  had  it  on  shipboard  or  in  an  elevator  to  his  order 
made  no  difference,  for  it  was  in  law  continuously  in 
his  possession  and  under  his  control,  and  subject  at  all 
times  to  the  plaintiff's  rights,  if  asserted.  The  usual 
coarse  of  the  business  of  which  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  is  for  the  vessel  immediately  to  discharge  into 
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an  elevator,  withont  delay,  and  then  for  the  property 
to  be  re-transferred  to  canal  boats  to  be  forwarded  to 
the  seaboard  (Gibson  v.  Stevens,  8  How.  U.  /SI,  384). 

The  defendant^  in  receiving  it  from  him,  or  deliver- 
ing it  to  him,  either  controlling  it  as  agent  for  all  par- 
ties, or  as  owner,  and  allowed  to  control  as  such  for  all, 
acted  merely  as  the  necessary  medium  of  transfer  in 
the  usual  course,  and  according  to  the  usage  of  the 
port.  Nims  had  the  control  and  disposition  of  it  the 
whole  time,  subject  merely  to  the  usual  chaises  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  ticket  and.  receipt  were  but  the  evi- 
dence of  those  facts.  He  had  the  right  to  withdraw  it 
from  the  defendant  as  he  did,  by  the  several  orders 
issued,  as  all  such  transfers  of  actual  possession  are 
made,  and  by  so  withdrawing  it  he  still  held  it  inhia 
possession  subject  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  if  they 
had  acquired  any  by  the  transfer  to  them  of  the  bill  of 
lading.  As  the  agent  or  the  owner  he  had  the  right  to 
care  for  the  property  and  to  receive  it  from  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  doing  this  he  did  what  any  vendor, 
or  mortgagor,  or  pledger  does  who  is  left  by  the  vendee, 
the  mortgagee,  or  the  pledgee,  in  possession,  and  as  to 
all  others  w^ho  had  any  interests  therein  it  was  Lis  duty 
so  to  do  and  protect  and  care  for  the  property.  That 
he  may  have  subsequently  converted  it  or  tortioady 
defeated  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  it  cannot  lay  the 
foundation  of  this  claim  against  the  defendant. 

What  is  here  in  controversy  is,  whether  upon  the 
facts  in  this  case  the  defendant  has  incurred  any  ^' 
bility  by  receiving  the  corn  and  delivering  it  to  the 
one  from  whom  it  was  received.  Ilad  the  plaintiff* 
notified  it  before  delivery  the  case  would  be  different, 
but  a  delivery  without  notice  upon  such  facts  could  not 
be  a  conversion.  It  is  not  contended  that  the  defendant 
acted  tortiously,  the  only  evidence  of  a  conversion 
being  the  demand  and  refusal  to  deliver  to  plaintifi 
long  after  the  property  had  passed  through  defendant  fi 
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inds  in  the  usual  mode  of  transhipment  at  the  port 
hie  receipt  and  delivery  by  defendant,  at  the  time,  not 
4ng  tortious,  then  there  was  no  conversion  at  the 
ne,  and  the  subsequent  refusal  to  deliver,  on  a  day 
ben  compliance  with  the  demand  was  impossible,  is 
)t  sufficient  to  sustain  this  action  (Hill  v.  Covill,  1 
nnsL,  624 ;  and  see  also  Carroll  v.  Mix,  51  Barb.^ 

2). 

It  seems  plain  that  the  defendant  incurred  no  lia- 
lity  upon  the  facts  in  this  case.  It  was  in  possession 
'  certain  necessary  facilities  for  the  transfer  of  grain 

the  port  of  Buffalo  from  ships  to  canal  boats,  and  it 
SIS  its  business  so  to  do  for  all  who  sought  to  use  their 
cilities.  It  receives  a  cargo  of  corn  one  day  frond  the 
le  who  has  control  of  it,  and  on  the  next  day  delivers 

to  the  same  person  upon  payment  of  the  charges, 
id  this,  too,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  as 
necessary  and  usual  part  of  the  machinery  whereby 
e  inland  commerce  of  the  country  is  accommodated 
id  transacted.  The  title  or  the  evidences  of  title  to  the 
'operty  are  not  considered  in  the  transaction.  It  is 
ifficient  that  the  property  is  restored  to  the  one  of 
hom  it  is  received,  or  to  his  order. 
The  transaction  is  a  mere  transhipment,  imposing  no 
ity  upon  the  defendant  except  the  ordinary  duty  of  a 
lilee  to  restore  the  property  safely  to  the  bailor  when 
)  intervening  rights  of  others  ha;ve  been  asserted. 
ftorp  on  Bail,  §  450,  582;  7  Blng.,  339).  If 
\y  other  rule  is  to  b3  applied  to  the  transfer  of 
rgoes  at  the  port  of  Buffalo  it  would  manifestly  em- 
irrass  if  not  prevent  the  ordinary  transaction  of  com- 
ercial  business. 

Upon  these  considerations  the  defendant  is  not  guilty 
'  the  alleged  conversion,  and  I  have  desired  so  to  de- 
rmine  this  case  that  the  judgment  may  be  applicable 

the  similarly  daily  recurring  instances  of  the  receipt 
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and  transfer  of  cargoes  at  commercial  centers  in  ^ 
ordinary  and  well-established  course  of  business. 

The  case,  however,  presents  other  facts  which.  V^ 
vent  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiffs. 

It  certainly  appears  that  Nims  acted  not  onlya-^^^ 
livery  agent  and  as  owner  in  controlling  the  proj^^^' 
and  this,  too,  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  bo  *  ^^ 
plaintiffs  expressly  allowed  and  expected  him  so  -^^^*^ 
and  to  ship  the  property  after  it  had  passed  througt-^  ^^® 
hands  of  the  defendant.     He  informed  them  afte^^  *. 
cargo  arrived  that  he  should  mix  it  as  he  did  and        ®"^P 
it,  which  meant  to  ship  it  forward  by  boats  to  the  ^^^^^' 
known  and  usual  market.    The  plaintiffs  are  ch^^^ 
able  with  notice  that  in  order  to  accomplish  this  it       ^^ 
necessary  to  pass  the  com  through  an  elevator        *** 
thence  to  discharge  it  into  boats,  upon  which  it  ^•^^'^'^ . 
became  shipped  forward  to  the  seaboard.    This        ^ 
done  by  Nims,  as  was  permitted  and  expected, 
would  seem  that  the  plaintiffs  relied  upon  his  inteff^l^}^ 
in  the  whole  matter,  unreservedly  entrusting  him  ^^^^^^^^J^ 
the  duty  and  business  of  shipping  and  disposing  o^^^^ 
property,  and  had  he  repaid  their  advances  and  chatf^  ^ 
as  expected,  no  claim  against  any  one  would  be  assetf^  '^^f^ 
or  pretended.     This  appears  to  be  manifest  from  ^ 

facts  that  they  gave  no  notice  of  their  rights  to  ^^ 

master  or  the  defendant,  and  took  no  steps  to  ar  ^^^seri 


them  until  November  20,  when  Nims  failed  and  ^^ 

property  was  in  the  hands  of  purchasers  who,  upon      -^  ^® 
above  facts,  having  bought  it  of  one  expressly  auth^^  ^^^' 
ized  to  ship  and  soil,  would  hold  if  against  the  plaint'  — -'^ 
Whatever  derelictions  of  duty  may  be  charged  to  ^^ 

plaintiffs'  agent  in  this  matter,  the  defendant  is  ix^:^^^' 
cent  upon  the  principles  above  stated,  and  still  vci^on 
clearly  so  upon  the  facts  of  the  whole  transaction      b^ 
tween  the  plaintiffs  and  their  agent. 

The  complaint  is  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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CHAPMAN  against  DOUGLAS. 

Nod    York  CoviTiion  Pleas;  Oeneral  Ternij  May^ 

1874. 

Pleaditto.— Defect  of  Parties. — Execution. — 

Wbongful  Levy. — Sale  of  Safe  ajjd 

CojsTENTS. — Liability  of 

Indemnitors. 

Where  a  defendant,  sued  for  a  wrongful  levy,  answers  justifying  nndcr 
process  against  a  corporation  to  whom  he  alleges  the  property 
levied  on  belonged,  plaintiff  may  prove  in  avoidance,  that  before 
the  levy  the  property  of  the  corporation  had  been  vested  in  % 
receiver. 

A  sheriff  levied  process  en  a  safe  which  did  not  belong  to  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  and  in  which  was  locked  up  mcrchanditte  belonging 
to  still  another  person,  the  present  plaintiff.  The  sheriff  removed 
the  safe  and  contents  to  an  auction  room,  unpacked  the  meichan- 
dise  and  deposited  it,  marked  with  bis  name  upon  it,  with  the 
auctioneer,  and  sold,  the  safe  on  the  execution. 

Udd^  that  the  seizure  of  the  safe  being  wrongful,  that  of  the  con* 
tents  was  so,  also;  but  the  obligors  in  the  indemnity  bond  given  to 
the  sheriff  were  not  liable  in  respect  of  the  contents,  without  proof 
that  they  had  knowledge  thereof. 

George  M.  Chapman  sued  Alexander  Douglas, 
Joseph  B.  Taylor  and  Alexander  Matthews,  in  the 
New  York  common  pleas,  to  recover  the  value  of  a 
safe  and  its  contents,  taken  from  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff  in  November,  1866,  by  the  sheriff  under  an 
attachment  issued  in  an  action  brought  by  the  defend- 
ant, Douglas,  against  the  New  York  Silk  Manu- 
facturing Company.  The  attachment  was  issued  on 
the  ground  that  said  company  was  disposing  of  or 
secreting  its  property  wiih  intent  to  defraud  said 
Douglas. 
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In  December,  1866,  judgment  was  entered  against 
said  company  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Douglas,  an 
execution  issued  thereon,  under  which  the  sheriff 
forcibly  took  from  the  plaintiff's  possession  said  safe, 
and  also  its  contents,  being  a  large  quantity  of  valuable 
Bilk  owned  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  safe  was  taken  from  plaintiff's  premises,  ou 
Thirty-third-street,  to  the  factory  of  R.  M.  Patrick, 
62  Cannon-street,  and  there  opened  on  January  9,  1867, 
and  the  contents  taken  thence  to  Walters'  auction 
store.  No  offer  was  ever  made  to  return  the  silk  to  the 
plaintiff. 

The  sheriff  informed  the  defendant,  Douglas,  that 
plaintiff  claimed  the  safe,  and  demanded  that  Douglas 
should  give  an  indemnity  bond  wliich.  was  thereupon 
given,  executed  by  all  of  the  defendants,  before  the 
sheriff  made  a  levy  under  the  attachment. 

On  the  trial  the  defendants  introduced  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  New  York  Silk  Manufacturing 
Company  owned  said  safe  in  January,  1866,  and  that 
the  alleged  purchase  by  plaintiff,  was  unauthorized  by 
the  company,  and  void  under  several  statutory  pro- 
visions. 

The  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  a  decree  of  the  supreme 
court,  dated  April  17,  1866,  in  an  action  against  said, 
company  by  a  judgment  creditor,  appointing  a  receive 
of  all  the  stock,  property,  things  in  action,  claims,  &c.v 
with  all  the  powers  and  authority  conferred  on  receivers.^ 
as  provided  in  art.   3,   tit.   4,   ch.  8,   part  3,  of  th^ 
Revised  Statates ;  2  Hev.  Slat,  4G9,  §g  67,  68. 

William  W.  Chipman  was  appointed  such  receive 
and  his  appointment  was  perfected  by  filing  a  receive 
bond,  April  24,  1860. 

At  the  close  of  the  t<.»stimony  the  court  held  that  tl 
receiver  was  the  only  person  who  could  contnst  tl 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  safe,  and  the  Jury  rendered 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  the  safe, 
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hundred  and  sixty-eight  dollars,  and  of  the  silk,  three 
thousand  five  hundred  and  sixty-seven  dollars  and  four 
cents. 

Richard  C.  Elliott^  for  the  appellants. 

Erastus  New.  for  the  respondent, — Cited  as  to  the 
main  question:  Boyce  v.  Brockway,  31  N.  y.,  490; 
Herring  v.  Iloppock,  15  Id,^  409 ;  Ball  v.  Loomis,  29 
/tf.,  413;  Davis  v.  Newkirk,  5  Deu.^  92. 

Daly,  Ch.  J. — The  defendants,  to  justify  the  taking 
of  the  property,  averred  that  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  it 
was  the  property  of  the  New  York  Silk  Manufacturing 
Company  ;  or  that  they  had  an  interest  in  it  which  was 
liable  to  levy  and  sale  under  the  attachment  and  exe- 
cution. Their  whole  defense  rested  upon  this  averment ; 
for  if  it  were  not  the  property  of  the  corporation  at  the 
time  of  the  levy,  or  if  they  had  not  in  it  then  any  in- 
terest which  could  be  attached,  or  levied  upon,  the 
eheriff  had  no  right  to  take  it  under  an  attachment  and 
execution  against  that  company. 

Everything  set  up  in  the  answer  to  justify  the 
taking,  was  impliedly  denied  ;  and,  it  being  incumbent 
upon  the  defendants  to  establish  the  ownership  or  in- 
terest of  the  company  in  the  property  levied  upon,  it 
xvas  undoubtedly  competent  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  that 
issue,  to  show  that  before  the  levy  had  been  made,  a 
xeceiver  of  the  corporation  had  been  appointed,  and 
that  all  the  right  and  title  which  it  had  in  its  property 
and  effects,  was  at  the  time  of  the  levy  vested  in  him. 

The  cases  of  Savage  v.  Corn  E.  &  P.,  &c.,  Co.,  4 
Bosw.  15,  and  Brett  v.  First  Universalist  Society  of 
Brooklyn,  63  Barh.^  610,  which  the  appellants  rely 
upo!),  have  no  application  to  this  case. 

They  merely  hold  that  a  defendant  cannot  avail 
liimself  of  a  defect  of  parties,  or  of  title  in  a  third  per- 
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son,  unless  he  has  set  it  np  in  the  answer  by  way  of 
defense,  which  is  a  very  different  case  from  this. 

The  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  company's 
effects  having  been  shown,  and  the  fact  being  nndis- 
pnted,  it  was  a  complete  answer  to  the  defendants' 
rights  to  have  the  safe  levied  upon  and  sold  to  satisfy 
the  execution  which  they  had  against  the  company. 

If,  as  the  defendants  insist,  the  safe  was  illegally 
or  fraudulently  transferred  to  the  plaintiff*,  the  receiver, 
who  then  represented  both  the  corporation  and  its 
creditors,  could  alone  maintain  an  action,  or  take  any 
proceeding  to  recover  it,  he  being  vested  by  the  law 
with  the  sole  and  full  authority  to  do  so  (Tallmadge  v. 
PelU  6  JV.  Y.  [3  Seld.l  328). 

The  only  question,  then,  that  remains  is,  whether 
the  defendants  are  answerable  for  the  taking  of  the 
contents  of  the  safe. 

There  would  be  no  doubt  of  the  sheriff's  liability. 
If  he  had  no  right  to  take  the  safe,  and  could  not  take 
it,  as  it  was  locked,  without  taking  the  contents,  he 
would  be  answerable  for  the  act. 

The  safe  was  in  the  plaintiff's  possession,  npon  his 
preniises.  The  plaintiff  had  tilled  it  with  silk,  and  had 
locked  it.  He  was  under  no  obligation  to  unlock  it, 
and  take  out  the  silk,  to  enable  the  sheriff  to  do  what 
he  had  no  authority  to  do — ^take  it  out  of  the  plaintiff's 
possession,  and  sell  it  to  satisfy  the  execution  upon  the 
defendants'  judgment. 

If  the  sheriff  had  had  the  right  to  levy  upon  the 
safe,  and,  to  enable  him  to  take  it,  had  requested  the 
plaintiff*  to  unlock  the  safe  and  remove  the  contents, 
and  the  plaintiff  would  not,  a  very  different  question 
might  have  arisen  ;  or  if  the  sheriff,  after  taking  away 
the  safe  and  opening  it,  had  brought  back  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  contents,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  bound 
to  have  accepted  the  silk,  and  its  return  would  have 
gone  so  far  in  the  reduction  of  the  damages. 
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He  did  not,  however,  do  this.  He  testified  that  he 
notified  the  plaintiff  to  be  present  at  the  opening  of  the 
safe ;  whilst  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  never  received 
any  snch  notice, — that  the  sheriff  never  offered  to  return 
the  silk  to  him,  nor  did  afty  one  upon  the  sheriff's 
behalf;  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  never  received  any  inti- 
mation from  any  person  as  to  where  the  silk  was  after 
it  was  taken  away  with  the  safe,  and  never  knew,  until 
apprized  of  it  upon  the  first  trial  of  this  cause. 

After  the  safe  was  opened,  the  sheriff  took  out  the 
silk,  and  took  it  to  an  auctioneer's,  where  he  had  it 
packed  in  a  box,  which  yms  nailed  up,  the  sheriff 
potting  his  name  upon  it,  and  the  box,  at  the  time  of 
this  trial,  had  remained  at  the  auctioneer's  for  nearly 
Bix  years. 

A  plaintiff  may  not  unnecessarily  enhance  his  own 
damage  or  loss  so  as  to  make  the  responsibility  of  one 
who  wrongfully  takes  property,  under  the  supposition 
that  he  has  a  right  to  it,  greater  than  it  would  other- 
wise be.  There  was  an  attempt  to  show  something  of 
this  tind«  by  proving  the  declaration  of  one  of  the 
plaintiff's  employees  named  Pritchard,  to  the  effect 
that  they  gathered  np  everything  that  was  in  the  place, 
and  put  it  in  the  safe,  when  the  plaintiff  locked  it  up, 
and,  putting  the  key  in  his  pocket,  said,  "Now  let 
him  (the  sheriff)  touch  it,  and  I  will  make  him  sweat 
for  it."  But  Pritchard  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and 
testified  that  the  plaintiff  simply  told  him  to  put  the 
Bilk  in  the  safe,  to  lock  it  up,  to  see  that  the  doors  of 
the  factory  were  safe,  and  have  a  care,  saying,  *' And 
if  they  touch  the  safe,  I  will  make  him  (the  sheriff) 
sweat  for  it,"  which  puts  a  very  different  coloring  upon 
the  matter,  it  being  in  evidence  that  the  use  previously 
made  of  the  safe  by  the  company  was  to  put  away  silk 
in  it,  and  that  the  plaintiff  used  it  for  that  purpose 
before  the  levy.  His  testimony  was  **We  kept  such 
articles  (silk  in  boxes  and  in  spools)  in  the  safe,"  and 
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that,  after  he  bouglit  the  safe,  the  silk  was  put  in  it 
and  locked  up  every  night. 

But,  though  it  is  very  clear  that  the  sheriff  would 
be  responsible  for  taking  both  the  safe  and  its  contents, 
the  question  arises  whether  the  defendants,  who  simply 
signed  a  bond  of  indemnity,  are  answerable  for  the 
sherilf' s  taking  away  the  plaintiff's  property  in  the 
safe. 

'  All  that  the  sheriff  assumed  to  levy  upon  was  the 
safe,  which  had  belonged  to  the  defendants  in  the  exe- 
cution, but  there  was  no  pretense  that  the  contents  of 
the  safe  belonged  to  them. 

The  sheriff  was  apprised  that  the  property  in  it  was 
the  plaintiff's  property,  but  he  took  it  because  he 
could  not  take  the  safe,  it  being  locked,  without  also 
taking  the  contents.  Were  the  indemnitors  answerable 
for  this  ? 

It  was  held  in  Davis  v.  Newkirk,  5  Den.^  95,  that 
the  indemnitors  were  liable  for  the  sheriff's  levying 
upon  and  selling  a  certain  quantity  of  lumber,  for  the 
reason  that  the  bond  contemplated  such  a  seizure  and 
sale  ;  the  engagement  in  the  bond  being  to  save  the 
sheriff  harmless  for  levying  upon  and  selling  the  lumber 
under  the  execution. 

This,  it  was  held,  was  a  virtual  request  to  the  sheriff 
to  proceed  and  do  what  he  did.  It  was  regarded  as  an 
act  done  under  the  direction  and  with  the  advice  and 
concurrence  of  the  indemnitors,  for  which  they  were 
as  much  responsible  as  the  sheriff.  *'A11,''  says 
Beardsley,  Ch.  J.,  by  whom  the  opinion  of  the  court 
was  delivered,  "  who  direct,  request,  or  advise,  an  act 
to  be  done  which  is  wrongful,  are  themselves  wrong- 
doers, and  responsible  for  all  damages."  This,  it  was 
said  in  Ford  v.  Williams,  13  i^.  T.,  584,  585,  was 
carrying  the  rule  of  the  liability  of  those  who  aid  and 
abet  in  the  commission  of  a  trespass,  far  enough." 

"I  do  not  affirm,"    said    Denio,  Ch.   J.,    "that 
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that  case  (Davis  v.  Newkirk)  was  incorrectly  decided, 
for  there  was  force  in  saying  that  all  the  obligors  in 
the  bond  might  be  held  to  have  requested  the  seizure.'* 
They  certainly  did  so,  for,  before  the  sale,  they  gave 
the  sheriff  a  bond,  by  which  they  engaged  to  save  him 
harmless  for  levying  upon  and  selling  the  lumber  which 
he  afterwards  sold  upon  the  execution,  in  addition  to 
which  there  was  some  evidence  tending  to  connect  the 
indemnitors  with  the  sheriff  in  taking  away  the  lumber. 
The  bond  given  by  the  defendants  in  the  present 
case,  after  reciting  that  certain  personal  property  that 
appears  to  belong  to  the  New  York  Silk  Manufacturing 
Company,  is  claimed  by  other  parties,  engages  to  save 
the  sheriff  harmless  for  levying,  attaching  and  selling 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  attachment,  or  of  any  exe- 
cution which  may  be  issued  in  the  action,  all  or  any 
personal  property  which  he  or  they  shall  or  xasiy  Judge 
to  belong  to  the  debtor^  as  well  as  for  entering  upon 
premises  for  the  taking  of  any  such  property.  The 
seizure  which  is  here  contemplated,  and  for  which  they 
engage  to  be  responsible,  is  of  property  which  he  or 
they  shall  or  may  judge  to  belong  to  the  New  York 
Silk  Manufacturing  Company,  and  it  was  the  safe,  and 
not  its  contents,  that  the  sheriff  levied  upon  and  sold  as 
the  property  of  that  company.  If  the  defendants 
knew  that  the  safe  could  not  be  taken  by  the  sheriff 
without  his  taking  the  contents  of  it,  also,  and  they 
had,  with  that  knowledge,  directed  him  to.  take  it,  they 
would  undoubtedly  have  been  liable.  But  there  is 
nothing  in  the  bond,  or  in  the  evidence,  from  which  it 
can  be  inferred  that  they  contemplated,  meant,  or 
directed,  that  the  contents  should  be  taken  if  the  safe 
could  not  be  taken  without  doing  so.  The  value  of  the 
safe,  as  found  by  the  jury,  was  only  four  hundred 
dollars,  whilst  the  value  of  the  silk  contained  in  it  was 
two  thousand  five  hundred  and  twelve  dollars,  which, 
with  interest,  amounted,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  to 
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three  thousand  five  hundred  and  sixty-seven  doUara 
and  four  cents.  In  other  words,  what  was  contained 
in  the  safe  was  worth  six  times  as  much  as  the  safe 
itself,  and,  before  the  defendant  could  be  held  answer- 
able for  this  large  amount  of  property,  there  should, 
in  my  opinion,  be  some  evidence  to  show  that  they 
knew,  before  they  gave  the  bond  of  indemnity,  or 
before  the  safe  was  taken,  that  it  was  locked,  tiiat  the 
plaintiff  had  the  key  of  it,  and  would  not  open  it,  so  as 
to  show  that  they  were  apprized  that  it  could  not  be 
taken  away  and  sold  without  also  taking  whatever  was 
in  it 

All  that  there  is  in  the  case  is  the  bond  of  indemnity 
and  that  the  sheriff  told  Mr.  Douglas,  one  of  the 
defendants  and  indemnitors,  that  the  plaintiff  claimed 
the  safe  and  demanded  a  bond  of  indemnity,  which 
was  given,  and  that  some  months  before  the  trial — ^that 
is,  several  years  after  the  taking— the  box  was  examined 
at  the  au(^tioneer^s,  at  the  instance  of  Douglas,  to  ascer- 
tain the  value  of  the  silk  contained  in  it.  For  all, 
therefore,  that  appears  in  the  case,  it  may  have  been 
that  Douflclas  and  his  co-obligors  would  not  have  been 
willing,  if  they  had  known  that  the  safe  was  locked,  to 
authorize  the  sheriff  to  take  it  at  the  hazard  of  being 
answerable  for  whatever  was  contained  in  it.  The 
plaintiffs  in  an  execution  are  not  answerable  for  all  that 
a  sheriff  may  do  under  it,  nor  are  those  who  indemnify 
the  sheriff. 

They  are  responsible  only  so  far  as  they  may  have 
directed  or  assented  to  the  doing  of  the  act  complained 
of  (Averill  v.  Williams,  1  Benio,  601;  4  Id.,  296), 
e.  g.j  as  in  Allen  v.  Cvary^  10  Wend.,  349,  where  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution  pointed  out  the  property  to  the 
sheriff,  and  directed  him  to  levy  upon  it ;  or,  in  Stewart 
V.  Welis,  6  Barb.^  79,  where  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
sheriff  had  levied  upon  property,  said  that  the  sheriff 
was  going  to  sell  it,  and  that  he  (plaintiff;  had  directed 


NEW  SERIES:    Vol.  XV.  429 

Chapman  v,  Douglas. 

the  levy  to  be  made;  or  Fonda  v.  Van  Home,  15 
Wend.j  631,  where  the  plaintiff  directed  the  sheriff  to 
levy  on  two  cows  and  a  calf,  and  told  him  that  he 
would  indemnify  him ;  or  in  Herring  v.  Hoppock,  20 
HT.  T.J  413,  where  the  sheriff,  having  levied  upon  a 
safe  which  was  claimed  by  a  third  party,  refused  to  sell 
it  unless  he  was  indemnified, — in  which  case  the  in- 
demnification was  regarded  as  a  ratification  of  the  levy 
and  the  cause  of  the  sale ;  for  the  bond  referred  to  the 
property  which  had  been  levied  upon  and  claimed — ^the 
safe — and,  therefore,  the  giving  of  the  bond  was  re- 
garded as  a  virtual  request  to  the  sheriff  to  go  and  sell 
the  safe ; — or  in  Ball  d.  Loomis,  29  iT.*  J".,  412,  where 
the  plaintiff  directed  the  taking  and  the  sale,  and  in- 
demnified the  sheriff,  which,  I  believe,  embraces  nearly, 
if  not  all,  th(i  cases  in  which  this  question  has  arisen  in 
this  State.* 

This  objection  was  distinctly  raised  at  the  trial. 
The  defendants,  at  the  close  of  the  case,  insisted  that  it 
had  not  been  shown  that  the  defendants  requested  the 
sheriff  to  levy  or  remove  the  property  in  the  safe  ;  that 
the  issuing  of  the  execution  was  not  such  a  request, 
nor  the  giving  of  the  bond  of  indemnity,  which  only 
undertook  to  save  the  sheriff  harmless  for  taking  or 
removing  what  might  appear  to  be  the  property  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  property  in  the  safe  did  not 
appear  to  be,  nor  did  the  defendants  claim  it  to  be  the 
property  of  the  company  ;  that  the  defendants  were  not 
responsible  for  the  goods  unless  they  requested  the 
sheriff  to  levy  upon,  remove  or  meddle  with  them,  or 
requested  him  to  remove  the  safe  with  the  knoAvledge 
that  it  contained  the  goods,  and  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  any  such  request. 

They  asked  that  the  jury  should  be  so  instructed, 
and  as.  in  my  opinion,  there  was  nothing  in  the  case 

*  Sec  also  Murray  «.  Binningcr,   8  Abb,  Ct.  Aj/p.  Dec,^  336,  and 
cases  in  note. 
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from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  defendants  con- 
templated, meant  or  directed  the  sheriif  to  take  the 
safe,  no  matter  what  miglit  be  in  it,  if  he  conld  not  take 
it  otherwise,  I  think  tliey  were  entitled  to  the  instruc- 
tion asked,  and  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial,  unless 
the  plaintiff  consents  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  the  value 
of  the  safe  and  interest. 

Larremore  and  J.  P.  Daly,  JJ.,  concurred. 
Judgment  accordingly. 


THE  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  WALTERS  against  CONNER. 

Supreme  Courts  First  District;  Special  Term  and 

CJtamhers^  May^  1874. 

CoisTEMPT.— Jurisdiction  of  Martn^e  Cottrt.— Com- 
mitment.— Habeas  Corpus.— Motion  Papers. 

A  commitment  for  contempt  in  not  delivering  possession  of  property 
pursuant  to  order  of  court,  must  show  on  its  face  that  the  person 
committed  had  possession  or  control  of  the  property. 

On  habeas  corpya  to  discharge  the  prisoner  from  detention  ander  i 
commitment  which  is  defective  in  this  respect,  the  court  can  nat 
supply  the  defect  by  resorting  to  the  papers  on  which  the  original 
order  to  give  possession  was  made. 

On  execution  from  the  N.  Y.  marine  court,  a  marshal  took  chattels, 
one  of  which  his  men  pawned,  and  the  auctioneer,  employed  by 
the  marshal,  redeemed  it,  and  refused  to  deliver  it  without  being 
reimbursed.  ^<s/^, 'that  the  marine  court  had  not  power  to  de- 
termine the  right  to  possession  on  summary  application  without 
action. 

After  a  commitment  has  been  adjudged  void,  on  h/tbeas  eorpui,  the 
papers  on  which  it  was  granted  are  /ufietiu  officio;  and  a  now  mo- 
tion should  be  made  if  a  new  commitment  is  sought. 
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Habeas  corpus. 

\n  the  ease  of  Lawton  v.  Wells,  in  the  marine  court, 
judgment  for  plaintiff  was  entered  by  default,  and  exe- 
cution issued  to  Marshal  Toplanyi,  who  levied  upon 
chattels  of  the  defendant,  the  judgment  debtor,  part  of 
which  were  deposited  with  Richard  Walters,  auc- 
tioneer. The  other  part,  consisting  of  a  watch  and 
chain,  were  pawned  by  an  employee  of  Toplanyi,  and. . 
subsequently  redeemed  by  said  Walters.  The  judg- 
ment and  execution  were  set  aside,  by  a  consent  of  the 
attorneys,  and  an  order  of  the  court  entered  thereon. 

By  order  of  said  court,  dated  March  21, 1874,  it  was 
directed  that  "Marshal  Toplanyi  and  all  persons 
holding  for  him  or  having  in  possession  the  goods  and 
property  by  him  taken  .  .  .  respectively  deliver 
up  the  said  goods  and  property  to  the  defendant  on 
demand." 

These  orders  were  served  on  Richard  and  Charles 
Walters,  who  delivered  up  all  the  chattels  except  the 
watch  and  chain,  upon  which  they  claimed  a  lien  for 
moneys  paid  in  taking  them  out  of  pawn.  On  orders  to 
show  cause  why  said  Richard  and  Charles  Walters 
should  not  be  punishc^d  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  re- 
turn the  goods  and  chattels,  an  order  was  made  on 
April  15, 1874,  notwithstanding  the  motion  was  resisted 
on  the  ground  of  said  lieu,  adjudging  both  Charles  and 
Richard  Walters  guilty  of  contempt,  and  ordering  that 
each  pay  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  a  fine  of  one  hundred 
dollars  for  the  use  of  defendant,  and  fifty  dollars  costs 
to  his  attorney,  and  that  they  be  imprisoned  until  they 
and  each  of  them  pay  the  said  fines  and  costs,  and  until 
they  restore  and  deliver  to  said  defendant  the  goods 
and  property  referred  to  in  the  order  of  March  21, 1874, 
and  that  a  commitment  should  issue  to  carry  that  adju- 
dication into  effect 

A  commitment  was  thereupon  issued,  under  which 
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the  relators  were  taken  into  custody.  They  were  dis- 
charged on  habeas  corpitSy  the  court  holding  that  the 
commitment  was  defective  on  its  face,  among  other 
things,  in  not  stating  definitely  the  property  to  be  re- 
turned. 

A  second  commitment  which  attempted  to  cure 
these  defects,  was  thereupon  issued  out  of  the  marine 
court,  and  the  relators  were  again  taken  into  custody. 

A  second  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  then  sued  out 

Ambrose  3fo7ieU  and  Lewis  JohnstoUj  for  the  rela- 
tors :— I.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  relators  or  either 
of  them  have  or  had  the  watch  and  chain  in  possession 
or  control  ;  nor  that  the  possession  is  or  was  joint. 

II.  The  punishment  inflicted  is  joint,  and  neither 
rielator  can  be  discrharged  until  a  compliance  by  both 
with  the  terms  of  the  commitment. 

III.  The  offense  charged  in  the  commitment  did  not 
constitute  a  contempt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

IV.  The  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  punish  the  re- 
lators for  the  offense  charged. 

Wm.  If,  Gallaher^  for  party  in  interest,  and  Henry 
TV.  BooliMamr^  for  the  sheriff.     The  marine  court  had 
jnriediction,  and  it  having  decided  that  a  contempt  had 
bei»n  committed,  this  court  could  not  go  behind  the  re- 
turn and  try  that  question  over  again. 

DoNOiiUE.  J. — In  this  case  the  relators  are  before 
this  court  on  habeas  corpus^  &c.  The  return  and  pro- 
ceedings under  it  show  these  facts ;  that  in  an  action, 
wherein  one  Lawton  was  plaintiff  and  one  Wells  de- 
fendant, pending  in  the  marine  court,  that  court  made 
an  order  that  a  person  not  now  before  the  court,  and 
all  persons  holding  for  him,  deliver  up  CL*rtain  property 
to  the  defendant  in  the  suit  named,  among  other  things 
a  watch  ;  it  is  further  alleged  that  the  order  was  served 
on  the  relators,  and  they  refused  to  give  up  the  watch, 
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and  the  court  thereupon  adjudged  Walters  ei  al,  in 
contempt,  and  imposed  a  fine,  &c.,  on  them.  These 
parties  have  been  before  the  court  before,  in  this  matter, 
on  a  commitment  which  has  been  held  bad,  on  which 
occasion  the  court  intimated  to  the  respondent's  counsel 
that  the  writ  was  in  addition  bad,  in  failing  to  show 
such  a  state  of  facts  as  gave  the  marine  court  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  persons  of  the  relators  ;  and  the  case  comes 
back  here  with  this  same  defect.  Now  that  this  case 
may  at  least  be  put  on  grounds  that  the  respondent 
may  review,  and  the  case  not  left  to  come  here  again, 
I  bold  tliat  the  commitment  nowhere  alleges  that  the 
relators  had  possession  of  the  watch  or  were  in  a  posi- 
tion to  deliver  it.  The  respondent  attempts  to  get  over 
this  by  going  back  of  the  return,  and  referring  to  the 
papers  used  on  the  motion,  ending  in  the  order  of  com- 
mitment. It  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  the  writ 
must  show  a  valid  cause  of  commitment  Qji  its  face, 
and  this  court  can  not  go  behind  to  sustain  or  dis- 
charge it.  On  its  face  it  appears  that  the  court  issued 
a  writ  to  some  person  named,  and  all  others  holding 
for  him  and  them,  and,  without  finding  or  holding  that 
the  relators  held  for  the  named  person,  or  held  at  all, 
proceeded  to  commit  tliem.  What  power  the  court  bad 
to  order  the  persons  named  to  deliver,  if  they  had  the 
watch,  does  not  appear  in  the  commitment,  nor  is  it 
alleged  therein  ;  but  beyond  this,  had  the  relators  been 
named  and  then  possession  found,  I  find  no  law  to  sus- 
tain the  commitment.  lean  not  conceive  what  right 
the  marine  court  has  in  a  suit  between  A.  and  B.,  to 
ask  C.  to  deliver  what  he  has  received  from  D.  Had  it 
the  power  to  issue  injunctions  and  appoint  receivers, 
the  extent  of  power  here  exercised  would,  in  my  judg- 
ment, be  excessive. 

So  much  for  the  case  as  it  appears  on  the  writ.  If 
the  respondent  is  permitted  to  go  behind  it,  then  the 
facts  appear  that  on  execution  from  the  marine  court, 

K.  8. — XV.— 28 
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a  marshal  took  the  watch,  and  his  men  pawned  it,  the 
relators  redeemed  it,  and  held  it  for  what  they  paid ; 
these  facts  may  present  merits  in  a  suit  between  the 
owner  and  the  holders  of  the  watch,  but  that  is  for  a 
jury  to  pass  on,  and  not  for  the  court  to  determine,  on 
motion  in  a  cause  between  these  parties. 

On  the  commitment  I  find  no  contempt  charged; 
and  on  the  facts  attempted  to  be  put  in  to  sustain  it,  no 
jurisdiction  to  determine  the  relators  in  contempt. 

In  addition,  I  do  not  think  the  use  of  the  old  motion 
papers  to  make  a  new  order  and  commitment  justified; 
they  had  done  their  work,  and  a  new  motion  should 
have  been  made. 

Relators  discharged. 


THE  FARMERS'  AND  MECHANICS'  NATIONii 

BANK  against  CRANE. 

New  TotJc  Supreme  Courts  First  District  \  SpeM 

Term^  NovembeTy  1873. 

Execution. — Amendment. 

Execution  must  in  aH  respects  foHow  the  judgment,  be  warranted  by 
it,  and  strictly  pursue  it. 

If  the  judgment  be  against  two,  execution  against  the  person  of  one 
alone  can  not  be  issued,  even  after  the  other  has  been  discbsigo^' 
An  exoneration  of  one  must  be  by  indorsing  a  direction  to  thesberin. 

The  plaintiffs,  the  Farmers'  and  Mechanics'  National 
Bank  of  Philadelphia,  sued  Walworth  D.  Crane  and 
Joseph  C.  Danckelman,  copartners,  to  recover  the 
amount  of  an  over-draft ;  and  in  the  comolaint  alleged 
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fraud.  Judgment  was  obtained  against  both  defend- 
ants. Separate  executions  were  issued  against  the  per- 
son of  each  defendant.  The  plaintiffs  neglected  to 
charge  the  defendant,  Danckelnian,  in  execution,  and 
he  was  discharged  by  an  order  of  supersedeas.  The 
defendant,  Crane,  now  moved  to  have  the  execution 
against  him  set  aside. 

Bushnell&  Albright^  attorneys  for  defendant  Crane, 
and  Samuel  Jones^  of  counsel, — Cited  6  T.  JR.y  525  ; 
Cfra.  Pr.,  367;  2  Stra.,  1218  ;  Ora.  Pr.y  411  ;  6 
Du^,  682. 

Sanford^  Woodruff  &  Rohinson^  attorneys  for  plain- 
tiffs, and  Edmund  R,  Robinson^  of  counsel, — Cited 
Pake  V.  Edgerton,  5  Duer,  681,  and  asked  to  be  al- 
lowed to  amend  execution  by  indorsement  directing 
the  sheriff  to  apprehend  one  defendant  only. 

Fancher,  J.— It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  prac- 
tice that  an  execution,  being  founded  on  the  judgment, 
must  in  all  respects  follow  it,  and  be  warranted  by  it 
It  has  been  held  that  it  must  be  in  the  name  of  all  the 
plaintiffs  against  all  the  defendants  (6  T.  R.j  525; 
Ora.  Fr.j  357  ;  2  Slra.,  1218^,  and  that  it  must  strictly 
pursue  the  judgment  {Gra.  Fr.^  411). 

The  case  cited  from  Term  reports  is  authority  for 
holding  that  if  a  separate  execution  against  the  body 
of  the  defendant  is  issued  upon  a  joint  judgment 
against  two  defendants,  the  execution  will  be  set  aside, 
and  the  defendant  arrested  under  it  will  be  discharged. 

If  the  plaintiffs  wish  to  exonerate  one  of  several  de- 
fendants from  arrest  on  an  execution,  they  can  not  do 
80  by  an  irregular  execution,  but  must  indorse  upon 
it  a  direction  to  the  sheriff  (5  Duer^  682). 

As  to  the  amendment  suggested,  I  do  not  think  it 
can  properly  be  made  on  this  motion. 
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If  the  plaintiffs  desire  to  amend,  they  sbould  move 
for  that  purpose,  on  a  notice  to  the  defendants,  who 
perhaps  may  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  effect  of  the 
former  arrest  of  the  defendant,  the  discharge  of  one  of 
them,  and  the  subsequent  arrest  of  the  other  on  aae?- 
eral  execution. 

The  motion  should  be  granted. 


LIVERMORE  against  BArKTBRIDGB. 

Court  of  Appeals^  1874, 

Appealable  Ordeb.— DiscuEnoir. 

The  general  term  may  review,  by  appeal,  on  order  of  the  spe^ 
term,  made  on  a  summary  application,  in  an  action,  after  judgment 
and  aftocting  a  substantial  right,  although  upon  a  question  of  dis- 
cretion. 

But  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  does  not  lie  from  the  geiei*! 
term  in  such  a  case. 

Setting  aside  a  report,  for  misconduct  of  a  referee,  is  an  exercise  of 
discretion,  within  this  rule. 

The  case  of  Howell  v.  Mills,  58  N.  F.,  822,— distinguished. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  yacating  judg- 
ment on  a  referee's  report,  and  setting  the  report  aside. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  our  report  of  the  order 
from  which  the  appeal  was  taken,  in  14  Abb.Pr-i 
i^.  a.y  227. 

Attdkews,  J.— In  the  case  of  Gray  v.  Piske,  recently 
decided  in  this  court,  53  JV.  F.,  630,  in  which  an  appeal 
was  taken  from  the  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  flti- 
perior  court,  aflBrming  an  order  of  the  special  term,  deny- 
ing a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report 
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of  »a  referee  upon  allegations  of  misconduct  on  his  part^ 
the  appeal  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  mo- 
tion was  one  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  at 
special  term,  and  that  no  appeal  in  such  a  case  lies  to 
thLs  court  from  the  order  of  the  general  term,  review* 
ing  the  exercise  of  that  discretion. 

The  right  of  the  general  term  to  review  an  order  of 
a  special  term  made  upon  a  summary  application  in  an 
action  after  judgment,  when  it  affects  a  substantial 
tight,  is  given  by  section  349  of  the  code ;  and  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  general  term  under  this  section,  to 
Kview  orders  made  by  the  special  term  in  respect  to 
matters  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  which  in- 
volve substantial  rights  and  interests,  has  been  con- 
stantly exercised,  and  has  been  sanctioned  and  ap- 
proved by  this  court  (People  v.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R. 
C5o.,  29  iV.  Y.,  418).  This  jurisdiction  is  convenient, 
and  Is  indeed  essential  to  the  proper  administration  of 
justice.  The  orders  which  come  under  the  designation 
of  discretionary  orders  frequently  involve  important 
rights,  and  the  order  in  this  case  is  one  of  that  char- 
acter. The  effect  of  the  order  is  to  deprive  the  defend- 
ant of  a  judgment  in  his  &ivor,  obtained  after  a  trial 
before  the  referee  upon  controverted  questions  of  fact, 
and  he  is  remitted  to  a  new  trial,  with  th3  hazard  of  a 
less  favorable  result.  It  would  be  unsafe  and  danger- 
ous to  conclude  litigants  in  such  a  case,  by  the  order  of 
the  special  term,  without  the  power  to  apply  to  an  ap- 
pellate tribunal  to  correct  any  error  or  inadvertence 
into  which  the  judge  at  special  term  may  have  fallen  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion. 

But  this  court  has  steadily  disclaimed  the  right  to 
review,  by  appeal,  an  order  of  a  special  term,  in  matters 
resting  in  discretion.  The  rights  of  parties  in  orders  of 
that  character  are  not  defined  and  established  by  fixed 
legal  principles,  nor  by  settled  rules  of  equity.  Each 
case  must  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon  its  own  pe- 
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cnliar  circumstances,  and  this  court  declines  to  enter- 
tain jurisdiction  to  review  discretionary  orders,  as  in- 
consistent with  the  constitution  of  the  court  and  its 
character  as  a  tribunal  in  which  questions  of  law  only 
are  to  be  considered,  save  in  the  excepted  cases  within 
which  orders  of  this  kind  are  not  embraced  (Howell  t. 
Mills,  53  N.  T.J  322).  In  the  last  named  case  this  court 
entertained  an  appeal  for  an  order  of  the  general  term, 
affirming  an  order  of  the  special  term,  denying  a  re- 
sale in  a  partition  case,  on  the  application  of  an  infant 
who  had  been  defrauded  of  his  interest  in  the  premises 
to  which  the  proceedings  related,  by  a  collusive  a^ 
rangement  between  the  other  parties  at  the  sale.  The 
application  to  the  special  term  was  not  in  a  just  or 
proper  sense  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
The  infant,  upon  the  facts  shown,  was  entitled  by  well 
settled  rules  of  law  to  the  relief  asked,  and  upon  this 
ground  the  court  reversed  the  order  appealed  from. 
This  decision  does  not  disturb  the  general  rule  that  an 
appeal  does  not  lie  to  this  court  from  discretionary 
orders.  The  appeal  here  is  from  the  order  of  the  gen- 
eral term,  affirming  an  order  of  the  special  term,  set- 
ting aside  the  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  a  ref- 
eree for  his  alleged  misconduct,  and  granting  a  new 
trial. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  Gray  v.  Piske  is  a  decisive 
authority  against  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  maintain 
this  appeal.  The  supervisory  power  of  the  supreme 
court  over  the  conduct  of  referees,  and  its  jurisdiction 
to  set  aside  judgments  for  misconduct  on  their  part  dur- 
ing progress  of  the  cause,  was  distinctly  asserted  in 
that  case,  and  the  court  declared  that  the  same  rules 
should  be  applied  as  were  adopted  by  courts  in  appli- 
cations to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the  misconduct  of 
jurors.  This  view  has  been  taken  by  the  supreme  court 
in  several  cases  (4  How.  Pr.,  253 ;  9  76?.,  1,  7  ;  12  7A, 
297).     It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  the  rounael  for  the 
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appellant,  that  no  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  ref- 
eree was  disclosed  in  the  motion  papers  on  which  the 
order  of  the  special  term  was  granted,  and  we  have  not 
been  able  to  discover  anything  in  his  conduct  incon- 
sistent with  fairness  or  integrity,  or  which' under  the 
circumstances  calls  for  criticism.  Both  the  special  and 
general  terms  exonerate  the  referee  from  any  imputa- 
tion of  improper  motives,  in  endeavoring,  as  he  did,  to 
bring  about  a  settlement,  and  suggesting,  as  reasons  for 
it,  the  same  considerations  which  had  been  openly  and 
freely  spoken  of  between  the  parties  or  their  attorneys, 
in  thp  presence  of  the  referee ;  and  the  order  was 
granted  by  the  special  term,  and  aflBrmed  by  the  gen- 
eral trrm,  upon  the  ground  that  the  referee  may, 
though  unconsciously,  have  been  influenced  in  his 
subsequent  actions  by  the  fact  that  his  suggestions  as 
to  the  settlement  had  been  disregarded  by  the  plaintiffs. 

It  does  not  aid  the  appellant  to  show  that  the  order 
was  not  justified  by  the  facts  upon  which  it  was  based, 
or  that  the  discretion  of  the  court,  below  in  the  particu- 
lar case,  was  im providently  exercised.  It  js  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  injustice  has  been  done,  but  it  must 
appear  that  it  was  done  under  circumstances  which 
authorize  this  court  to  interfere. 

The  affidavits  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court 
a  circumstance  upon  which  the  claim  of  misconduct 
was  made.  The  judge  at  special  term  was  called  upon 
to  decide  in  respect  to  it.  Prom  the  nature  of  the  case, 
what  is  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  jury  or  referee, 
and  what  facts  establish  it,  are  inquiries  which  can  not 
ordinarily  be  determined  by  the  application  of  exact 
rules  of  law,  and  the  decision  must  be  left  mainly  to 
the  good  sense  and  sound  judgment  of  the  judge,  be- 
fore whom  the  inquiry  is  originally  prosecuted.  Dif- 
ferent minds  may  reach  different  conclusions  upon  the 
same  facts,  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a  judge 
under  the  guise  of  discretion  will  seek  to  do  injustice. 


440         ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Blsworth  V.  Mnldnon. 


If  the  judge  in  the  first  instance  decides  wrongll^ 
the  general  term  can  correct  him.    But  there  the  rig:^^ 
of  review  ends.     This  court  possesses  prescribed  a  «i^ 
limited  powers,  and  its  jurisdiction  does  not  extend      to 
review  orders  resting  in  discretion.    The  appeal  sboii^Bil 
be  dismissed. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


ELSWORTH  affaimt  MULDOON. 
Supreme  Courts  First  District^  Special  Tenn^  1873. 
Redemption  of  Land  from  Sale  under  ExECirnoK. 

The  fact  that  a  debtor  has,  by  compulsion  of  the  coart,  in  a  sait 
the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill,  assigned  to  a  receiver  all  his 
estate,  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  power  to  redeem  tiich 
estate  from  a  sale  on  execution  against  him. 

The  right  of  the  debtor  to  redeem  is  independent  of  whether  he 
tains  any  interest  in  the  land. 

The  receipt  or  certificate  of  the  sheriff  who  made  the  sale  is  sofficieDt 
evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  redemption  money,  and  establishes 
the  complete  redemption  of  the  property  from  the  sale  under  the 
execution. 

Such  certificate  need  not  be  acknowledged  or  filed. 

A  memorandum  made  upon  such  receipt,  by  an  attorney  snioe  de* 
ceased,  that  he  made  the  payment  and  took  the  receipt  for  the 
debtor,  naming  him,  is  also. admissible  to  prove  the  redemption. 

Henry  Elsworth  took  these  proceedings  against 
Kieren  Miildoon,  under  2  R.  5.,  312,  to  determine  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  title  to  lands  in  the  city  of  New 
York.     The  case  depended  on  the  &cts  stated  in  the 
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report  of  Livingstone  v.  Arnoux,   at  p.  158  of  this 
volume. 

JUr.  Parsons,  for  plaintiff. 

Isaac  L.  Egbert,  for  defendant. 

Pancheb,  J.— The  plaintiff  has  shown  snfl5cient 
actual  possession  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  this  pro- 
ceeding to  determine  the  claim  of  the  defendant  to  the 
premises  in  question.  The  principal  inquiries  are, 
1st.  Whether  Francis  Price,  the  original  owner,  could, 
at  the  time  it  was  attempted,  redeem  the  premises  from 
the  execution  sale  thereof;  and,  2nd.  Whether  he  did 
effectuate  such  redemption.  If  these  inquiries  are  an- 
swered in  the  aflSrmative,  the  asserted  claim  of  the 
defcndant  to  the  premises  is  expunged  by  the  superior 
title  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lands  were  formerly  sold  under  execution  in  the 
same  manner  as  personal  property ;  and,  until  1820, 
the  rule  in  New  York  was,  to  sell  under  execution  the 
real  estate  absolutely  at  auction,  upon  due  notice, 
without  appraisement,  and  without  any  subsequent 
right  of  redemption.  The  sheriff  thereupon  executed 
a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  which  vested  the  defendant's 
title  in  the  purchaser  from  the  time  of  the  sale.  It  was 
found  that  sales  of  real  estate  on  execution  had  been 
attended  with  much  oppressive  speculation  upon  the 
necessities  of  the  debtor ;  and  therefore  the  legislature 
of  this  state  provided  by  statute  an  effectual  relief  from 
the  peremptory  and  sweeping  desolation  of  an  execu- 
tion gale. 

The  Revised  Statutes  contain  the  following  language : 

"  Such  redemption  may  be  made, 

*'  1.  By  the  person  against  whom  the  execution  was 
issued,  and  whose  right  and  title  were  sold  in  pursu- 
ance thereof :  or, 
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"2.  If  such  person  be  dead,  by  his  devisee  of  the 
premises  sold,  if  the  same  shall  have  been,  devised; 
and  if  the  same  shall  not  have  been  devised,  by  the 
heirs  of  such  person  :  or, 

"3.  By  any  grantee  of  such  person,  who  shall  have 
acquired  an  absolute  title  by  deed,  sale  under  mort- 
gage, or  under  an  execution,  or  any  other  means,  to 
the  premises  sold,  or  to  any  lot,  tract,  parcel  or  por- 
tion, which  shall  have  been  separately  sold  "•  (2  H.  S.^ 
870,  §  46  ;  Edmonds'  St.,  384). 

The  dawn  of  this  benign  provision  for  redemption 
first  appeared  in  the  enactment  of  April  12, 1820  {Laws 
of  1820,  167,  ch.  184,  §  3).  It  was  passed  to  repress  a 
mischief  against  which  the  law  did  not  provide ;  and, 
according  to  true  interpretation,  it  must  be  treated  as 
a  remedial  or  beneficial  statute,  and  be  so  read  as  to 
cure  the  former  defect  in  the  law,  and  to  advance  the 
remedy  intended.  If  the  directions  of  the  statute^ be 
complied  with,  the  relief  provided  by  it  is  secured.  It 
is  only  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  give  to  the  statute 
the  natural  and  obvious  sense  which  its  language  im- 
ports, without  resorting  to  any  subtle  or  forced  con- 
struction, either  to  limit  or  extend  its  operation,  and  it 
will  be  plain  that  the  statute  conferred  on  Francis  Price 
the  right  to  make  the  redemption  of  the  premises  in 
question  from  the  sale  under  the  execution  issued 
against  him.  It  is  conceded  that  the  redemption  was 
in  due  time;  that  he  was  'Hhe  person  against  whom 
the  execution  was  issued,  and  whose  right  and  title 
were  sold  in  pursuance  thereof.'*  He  was,  therefore, 
the  very  person  on  whom  the  right  of  redemption  was 
conferred  by  the  express  language  of  the  first  sub- 
division of  the  statute ;  yet  it  is  argued  that,  by  reason 
of  his  conveyance  to  a  receiver,  he  was  excluded  from 
all  redemption  interest  in  tlie  land,  and  could  not^  by 
his  redemption,  extricate  it  from  the  execution  sale. 
The  argument  against  the  right  of  redemption  imports^ 
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into  the  statute,  language  which  is  not  to  be  found 
there ;  and  were  the  statutory  right  of  redemption  fet- 
tered by  such  a  restriction,  doubtless  its  removal 
would,  long  ago,  have  been  effected  by  the  legislature. 
The  statute  does  not  say  that  the  person  against 
whom  the  execution  was  issued  may  redeem  his  lands 
from  an  execution  sale,  provided  the  title  by  grant  of 
the  lands  otherwise  remains  in  him.  On  the  contrary, 
it  gives  the  right  of  redemption  to  the  execution  debtor, 
irrespective  of  the  situation  of  the  title.  Suppose  a 
sale  of  land  is  made,  on  an  execution,  for  one  hundred 
dollars,  and  that  the  owner  the  next  day  should  sell 
the  land  for  one*  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  exe- 
cute a  deed  with  full  covenants  to  the  grantee,  from 
whom  he  should,  at  the  same  time,  receive  the  full  con- 
sideration. While  the  grantee  might  redeem  the  land 
from  the  execution  sale,  it  would  not  be  his  duty,  and 
perhaps  not  his  inclination  to  do  so.  It  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  grantor  to  make  the  redemption,  and  his 
interest  would  require  it  to  be  done,  so  that  he  might 
avoid  liability  on  his  covenants.  Should  he  attempt  to 
make  the  redemption,  is  it  possible  he  could  be  suc- 
cessfully thwarted  in  the  attempt,  by  the  pretense  that 
"the  right  of  redemption  is  such  a  right  in  rem  that  it 
can  not  be  exercised  except  by  one  having,  at  the  time, 
the  legal  estate  in  the  premises?"  Does  not  the  stat- 
ute expressly  give  the  right  of  redemption  to  ''the  per- 
son against  whom  the  execution  was  issued,  and  whose 
right  and  title  were  sold  in  pursuance  thereof?'^  Must 
he  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  redemption  and  sub- 
jected to  an  action  on  his  covenant  of  title,  because  of 
the  vague  notion  that  the  redemption  is  a  right  in  rem 
beyond  his  reach  ?  A  sale  of  land,  under  an  execu- 
tion, is  not  conclusive  before  the  expiration  of  one 
year  from  the  sale  (2  H.  S.^  370,  §  45).  During  that 
time,  the  debtor,  his  devisees  or  heirs,  or  his  grantees, 
may  redeem.    Nor  can  the  deed  be  given  by  the  sheriff 
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until  three- additional  months  have  elapsed,  daring 
which  other  judgment  creditors  and  mor^agees  may, 
in  the  manner  provided  by  statute,  acquire  the  inter- 
est of  tlie  purchaser  at  the  sale. 

In  Chautauqua  County  Bank  v.  Risley  (19  JPf.  F., 
373),  it  was  held  that  a  debtor's  conveyance  of  bis  real 
estate  to  a  receiver,  although  it  may  be  compulsory,  is, 
in  its  nature,  simply  and  purely  the  creation  of  a  trust 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  on  which  the  proceedings 
in  equity  are  founded.  The  receiver  is  the  trustee, 
and  discharges  his  duty  under  the  direction  of  the 
court.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  convert  the 
creditor's  suit  into  a  species  of  execution  on  the  judg- 
ment, for  the  specific  performance  of  the  lien,  so  that  a 
title  confessedly  based  on  the  debtor's  involuntary  con- 
veyance to  an  officer  of  the  court  may  relate  back  to 
the  time  when  the  judgment  became  a  lien.  For  this 
conclusion  there  is  no  principle  or  precedent.*    ' 

The  question  in  Husted  v.  Dakin  (17  Abb.  Pr.j  187) 
was,  who  was  entitled  to  certain  surplus  moneys  arising 
on  a  sale  under  foreclosure.  The  referee  awarded  the 
surplus  moneys  to  Husted,  who  had  foreclosed  the  in- 
terest of  Dakin  in  the  mortgaged  premises  at  an  exe- 
cution sale.  Dakin,  the  judgment  debtor,  had  at- 
tempted a  redemption  by  tendering  to  the  sheriff  the 
requisite  amount  to  redeem.  The  court,  at  general 
term,  appears  to  have  held  that  Dakin' s  efforts  to  re- 
deem were  ineffectual.  But  I  think  the  reasoning  of  the 
j.udge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case  totally 
ignores  the  express  language  of  the  statute  touching 
the  right  of  the  judgment  debtor  to  redeem  ;  and  that 
the  decision  there  made  is  without  any  sound  principle 
or  any  adjudged  case  to  support  it.  The  learned  judge 
cites,  as  an  authority,  Shepard  v.  O'Neil  (4  Barb.j 

♦  Otherwise  as  to  personal  property,  Clark  «.  Brockway,  1  AJUl 
Ct.  App,y  Dec.  851,  and  cases  cited. 
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126),  a  refprence  to  which,  and  to  the  cases  there  men- 
tioned, will  show  that  the  principle  of  the  authority 
referred  to  was  misapprehended  when  the  citation  was 
made. 

Hand,  J.,  in  Shepard  v.  CNeil,  said,  *'I  believe  it 
is  well  settled  that,  by  a  sale  of  land  on  a  judgment, 
the  lien  of  the  judgment  and  the  right  to  redeem  are 
gone.*'  Several  authorities  are  cited  for  this  obvious 
proposition.*  But  the  principle  of  that  authority, 
that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  is  lost  when  a  sale  under 
execution  takes  place,  and  that  the  right  to  redeem  is 
also  gone,  is  this,  that  a  judgment  creditor  loses  his 
lien  and  his  right  to  redeem,  when  such  a  sale  by  vir- 
tue of  the  judgment  takes  place.  It  is  not  a  loss  of  any 
right  to  redeem  by  the  judgment  debtor.  The  authori- 
ties cited  in  the  case  last  referred  to  are  authorities  for 
some  familiar  propositions,  c.  ff.^  that  a  debt  is  merged 
in  the  judgment ;  that  a  sale  of  land  under  execution 
extinguishes  the  lien  of  the  judgment ;  that  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  by  such  a  sale,  loses  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  and  his  right  to  redeem,  and  the  like.  None 
of  them  are  authority  for  saying  that  the  right  of  a 
judgnf)ent  debtor  to  redeem  land  from  an  execution 
sale  is  in  any  way  restricted  in  case  the  redemption  is 
'made  within  a  year  from  the  sale. 

In  Bodine  v.  Moore  (18  JV.  F.,  347),  the  correct 
principle  is  stated.  The  Kingston  Bank  held  a  certifi- 
cate of  sale,  which  had  been  running  about  four 
months.  The  debtor  did  not  in  person,  or  by  any 
affirmative  act,  redeem  from  the  sheriflTs  sale.  His 
land    was,   however,   converted    into    money  by  sale 

♦  People  V.  Easton,  2  Wend.,  298  ;  Exp.  Stevens,  4  Cow.,  136  ; 
Wood  V.  Colvin,  5  Hill,  228;  Exp.  Elwood,  1  Den.^e^d;  Klock  v. 
Cronkhite,  1  IliUy  110;  Post  v.  Amot,  2  Den.,  344.  [But  compare 
Walsh  V.  Rutgers  Fire  Insuranoe  Co.,  13  Abb.  Pr.,  83.  j  Rassell  «. 
Allen,  10  Paige,  249;  Jackson  v,  Bowen,  7  Caw.,  21;  People  v.  Beebe, 
1  Biirh.,  388. 
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nuder  a  prior  mortgage,  and  a  portion  of  that  money, 
sufficient  for  the  purpose,  was  paid  over  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  claim  which  the  bank  had  under  the  certifi- 
cate. The  bank  accepted  the  money,  and  this  was  in 
eflfect,  as  the  court  of  appeals  held,  a  redemption  from 
the  sheriflTs  sale.  It  was  eflfected  with  moneys  raised 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor,  which,  as  the 
court  said,  the  bank  would  have  been  bound  to  accept 
if  tendered  by  the  debtor  himself.  It  was  further  said, 
in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  that  "  a  redemption  by  the 
debtor  renders  a  sheriffs  certificate  null  and  void,  as 
though  the  sale  had  never  taken  place.  The  very  judg- 
ment on  which  the  sale  was  had  becomes  again  a  lien,  if 
it  was  not  fully  satisfied  by  the  bid,  and  the  land  may 
be  again  sold.  A  redemption  out  of  the  debtor's  funds, 
and  effectuated  by  act  of  the  law,  should  have  the  same 
effect.  .  .  .  It  was  virtually  made  by  the  debtor.  .  .  . 
If  the  requisite  amount  of  the  surplus  had  been  paid 
into  the  debtor's  own  hands  and  he  had  paid  it  over  to 
the  bank,  it  would  have  been  a  perfect  and  exact  re- 
demption from  the  sheriffs  sale  within  the  statute." 

In  the  light  of  such  authority  there  can  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  perceiving  that  Price  had  a  right  to  redeem  by 
the  very  terms  of  the  statute  (Bev.  Stat^  370,  §  46). 

The  objection  that  his  interest  was  totally  divested 
by  the  conveyance  to  Latting  is  without  force.  Whether 
he  had  any  interest  in  the  land  or  not,  the  statute  gave 
him  the  right  of  redemption ;  but  his  interest  was  not 
wholly  divested  by  the  conveyance  to  the  receiver,  Lat- 
ting. That,  as  already  remarked,  was  a  conveyance 
which  in  its  nature  created  a  trust  for  creditors.  Sub- 
ject to  the  execution  of  the  trust,  the  reversion  belonged 
to  Price,  and  he  had  sufficient  interest  to  redeem 
(1  Rev.  Slat.  J  730,  §  67).  So  soon  as  the  judgment  and 
charges  were  paid,  either  by  the  judgment  debtor  or 
out  of  his  property,  the  land  conveyed  to  the  receiver, 
liatting,  would  revert  to  the  judgment  debtor;   and 
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}robably  when  the  statute  of  redemption  was  framed  it 
vas  designedly  worded  to  cover  precisely  such,  as  well 
LS  all  other  rights  of  the  judgment  debtor,  respecting  the 
edemption  of  his  lands  from  an  execution  sale.  If  the 
)rinciple  that  the  right  of  redemption  can  only  be  ex- 
rcised  by  one  having  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises 
>e  applicable,  as  probably  it  is,  to  redemptions  from 
ax  sales,  and  to  strangers  who  would  unjustly  inter- 
oeddle  with  the  estate  under  an  execution  sale  to  the 
)rejudice  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  it  has  no  such 
.pplication  upon  reason  or  authority  to  the  judgment 
iebtor  himself,  whose  land  is  sold  under  execution. 

2.  The  next  important  question  is  whether  Francis 
Mce  did  redeem  the  premises  from  the  sale  and  execu- 
ion  through  which  the  defendant  claims  title.  The 
)aper,  which  is  dated  April  10,  1849,  and  signed  by 
rphn  J.  V.  Westervelt,  sheriff ,  is  not  only  a  receipt 
or  seventy-two  dollars  and  iive  cents,  but  it  contains 
he  title  of  the  action  in  the  supreme  court,  in  which 
he  judgment  was  obtained,  whereon  the  execution 
3sued  under  which  the  sale  in  question  was  made. 

It  also  recites  the  receipt  from  Francis  Price,  the 
udgment  debtor,  of  seventy  two  dollars  and  five  cents; 
nd  then  follows  this  language :  ''  Said  moneys  so  paid 
►y  him  to  redeem  property  sold  under  an  execution  in 
he  above  entitled  cause  on  April  13,  1848,  situate  in 
he  Twelfth  ward  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  above 
.mount  being  in  full  for  the  purchase-money  and  in- 
erest  at  ien  per  cent,  for  all  the  property  sold  by  me 
►n  that  day  under  said  execution." 

An  attorney-at-law  made  this  redemption  ;  and  that 
le  acted  for  Francis  Price  is  shown  by  a  memorandum 
►n  the  receipt  in  his  handwriting,  as  follows  :  *'  I  paid 
he  sheriff  the  above  money,  and  took  the  receipt  for 
r.  Price.''  This  paper  is  in  substance  a  sufficient  cer- 
ificate  of  redemption  according  to  the  fifth  section  of 
he  statute  of  1847,  is  signed  by  the  officer  who  in  con- 
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templatioQ  of  law  made  the  sale^  and  states  ^^all  snch 
facts,  transpiring  before  him  at  the  making  of  snch 
redemption  as  are  sufficient  to  show  the  fact  of  snch 
redemption"  (2  Laws  of  1847,  p.  608,  ch.  410,  §  6;  4 
Edm,  St.,  631). 

It  was  not  necessary  that  this  certificate  of  redemp- 
tion should  be  proved  or  acknowledged  or  filed.  The 
redemption  under  the  statute  was  complete  when  the 
money  was  paid  to  the  sheriff.  The  sale  of  the  -prem- 
ises under  the  execution  and  the  certificate  of  sale 
which  he  had  given  bocame  void  by  the  redemption, 
and  thenceforth  were  of  no  force  or  effect  (2  JReo.  &(U.y 
371,  §  49). 

As  the  receipt  of  sheriff  Westervelt  was  an  official 
act,  and  all  the  parties  are  deceased  who  took  part  in 
the  redemption,  it  was  competent,  after  proof  of  such 
decease,  to  read  the  paper  in  evidence. 

The  memorandum  of  the  attorney  of  Price,  written 
thereon,  was  also  admissible  in  evidence  (Leland  9. 
Cameron,  31  iV:    7.,  115). 

Such  writings  are  admissible,  within  the  principle 
of  numerous  authorities  relating  to  the  entries  and 
memoranda  of  deceased  persons.  The  receipt  of  the 
sheriff  was  a  written  paper  against  his  interest,  for  by 
it  he  was  charged  for  the  amount  of  money  mentioned 
in  the  receipt ;  and  the  principle  applicable  to  such  a 
paper  is  that  it  proves  not  only  the  simple  fact  of  pay- 
ment, but  it  may  be  received  to  every  incidental  matter 
stated  in  the  declaratioji,  even  in  an  action  between 
third  persons  (Middleton  v.  Melton,  5  JU.  &  H.y  264 ; 
10  Barn.  &  Cr.^  ;'17).  The  rule  has  been  asserted  to  the 
extent  of  a  disregard  of  all  reference  to  the  circum- 
stance of  a;iy  privity  between  the  deceased  and  the  de- 
fendant. (Uoss  0.  Watliugton,  3  Brod.  i&  Bing.y  132 ; 
Whitmarsh  v.  Genge,  8  Barn.  &  Cr.,  656;  3M.&Ji  ,  42). 

It  is  said,  in  the  text  of  1  Phil,  on  JSv,^  p.  298,  that 
the  acknowledgements  by  deceased  stewards,  reeves 
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and  bailiffs,  in  their  books,  of  the  receipt  of  money  for 
which  they  have  been  accountable,  are  very  frequently 
adduced  in  evidence  by  their  employers,  or  those 
claiming  under  them,  or  by  strangers  /•'  and,  at  page 
299,  it  is  remarked  that  "receipts  for  the  payment 
of  money,  given  to  the  person  making  the  payment, 
appear  to  be  admissible,  after  the  death  of  the  receiver 
of  the  money,  to  prove  the  fact  of  its  having  been  re- 
ceived, though  there  exist  no  privity  between  the  de- 
ceased and  the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is 
tendered."  Lord  Ellenborougii  said,  in  Harrison  v. 
Blades  (3  Camp.,  458),  that  a  tax  gather's  receipts 
would  be  evidence  after  his  death,  to  prove  who  was 
the  occupier  of  certain  premises.  For  further  illus- 
trations of  the  rule,  see  Thompson  v.  Stevens,  2  JVot. 
<&  McCordy  493 ;  Chase  v.  Smith,  5  Vern.,  559  ;  Barker 
V.  Ray,  2  Huss.,  31,  note  b  ;  Wilbor  v.  Selden,  6  Cow., 
162  ;  Leland  v.  Cameron,  31  JH^.  }\,  116.* 

It  follows  that  the  claim  of  title  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, founded  npon  the  sale  under  the  execution 
against  Francis  Price,  is  of  no  validity. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
costs,  and  the  judgment  should  provide  that  the  de- 
fendant, and  all  persons  claiming  under  him,  be  for- 
ever barred  from  all  claim  to  any  estate  of  inheritance 
or  freehold,  or  term  of  years,  in  possession,  reversion 
or  remainder,  to  the  premises  described  in  the  notice 
by  which  this  proceeding  was  commenced. 

< 

*  Compare  Erickson  9.  Smith,  2  Ahb.  Ct,  App.  Dsc,,  64;  and    cases 
cited. 
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ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL. 

1.  An  action  commenced  by  a  feme  sole  is  not  abated  by  her  mar- 
riage pending  the  action,  until  an  order  is  entered  to  that  effect, 
under  section  121  of  the  Code.  1878,  Mapcs  v,  Snyder,  2  Supreme 
CL  (T,  A  (7.),  318. 

2.  A  cause  of  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  does  not  sur- 
▼iye  defendant's  death  occurring  while  the  action  is  undetermined ; 
and  such  action  can  not  be  continued  against  the  executor  or  ad< 
ministrator.     Wade  v,  Ealbfleisch,  Atite,  16. 

B.  The  causes  of  action  which,  under  the  statutory  modifications  of 
the  common  law,  survive  the  death  of  the  party,  are  those  whichs 
concern  property.  The  action  for  breach  of  promise,  though  in 
form  on  contract,  is  strictly  personal,  and  can  neither  be  assigned 
nor  survive.     lb. 

L  The  profit,  or  intent  to  gain  profit,  by  the  publication  of  a  libel, 
does  not  make  an  action  for  damages  for  libel  an  exception  to  the 
rule,  that  a  cause  of  action  for  a  personal  wrong  abates  by  defend- 
ant's death  before  verdict.  Supreme  Ct.  Sp.  T.,  18?8,  More  v, 
Bennett,  65  Barb,,  338. 

*-  Effect  of  consolidation  of  two  corporations  pending  action  against 
one,  and  substitution  of  the  consolidated  company.  Prouty  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railroad  Co.,  62  If.  F.,  863, 
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6.  If  a  sole  sandving  partner,  against  whom  an  action  to  recover  on  a 
partnership  liability  is  pending,  dies,  his  executors  are  the  proper 
parties  defendant  to  be  brought  in  in  his  place.  Carrere  v.  Spofford, 
Ante,  47. 

7.  The  right  of  the  representatiyes  of  a  deceased  party  to  continae 
an  action  pending  at  his  death,  is  not  an  absolute  legal  right,  but 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  which  the  application  is  made 

*  under  section  121  of  the  Code ;  and  leave  to  continue  the  action 
may  be  granted  or  refused  according  to  particular  circumstances 
of  each  cade.     Ct.  o/App.,  1878,  Beach  o.  Reynolds,  58  K  r.,1. 

8.  A  long  delay  in  making  the  application,  unexcused,  coDstitntes 
laches,  and  a  valid  reason  for  refusing  the  leave  asked.  In  soch 
cases  the  equitable  rule,  which  requires  reasonable  diligence,  and 
good  faith  to  put  the  court  in  motion,  prevails,  and  the  court  will 
not  aid  a  party  who  has  slept  upon  his  rights  in  the  enforcement  of 
stale  demands.     lb, 

9.  The  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  A.  brought  certiorari 
against  the  respondents  to  reverse  bastardy  proceedings.  After 
service  of  the  writ,  and  the  filing  of  the  return,  relator's  term  of 
•office  expired.  Hdd,  that  under  the  statute  (2  R.  8,,  474,  $  100) 
the  relator's  successor  could  not  be  substituted,  the  word  "suit "or 
^^  action  "not  including  certiorari,  it  being  a  special  proceeding. 
II  Barb.,  10;  16  Barb.,  698;  19  N.  Y.,  532;  7  How.,  147;  14  Id., 
530;  27  Id.,  158].  1873,  People  ex  reU  Wicks  c.  Oswego  (Jonnty 
Court  of  Sessions,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  d  C),  481. 

ACCOUNTING. 

1.  In  an  action  to  settle  partnership  affairs,  the  sale  of  partnersl'''^ 
realty  may  be  decreed  without  requiring  the  parties  to  bring  an  ^^' 
tion  of  partition.    Supreme  Ot.,  1878,  Parker  ©.  Parker,  65  Baf^" 
205. 

2.  Rights  of  partners  in  respect  to  interest  on  an  accounting.    Jof^^ 
V    son  V.  Hartshorne,  52  N.  K,  178. 

Pabties,    1-12,   24. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT    OP   DEEDS. 

1.  The  wife^s  assent  to  the  conveyance  before  the  acknowledgi 
officer  may  be  implied  irom  her  silence,  and  she  is  afterwar*"^ 
estopped  from  claiming  that  the  act  was  invalid.     Supreme  C^ 
1872,  Rexford  o.  Kexford,  7  Lani,  6.. 

3.  Introduction  of  the  party  acknowledging  a  deed,  to  the  offics^"-^ 
by  and  in  the  presence  of  persons  known  to  the  officer,  is  suffidc 
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to  enable  him  to  certify  that  he  knows  the  party  as  required  by 
law ;  though  if  he  makes  a  mistake  the  deed  could  be  Avoided.  lb. 

8.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  must  show  that  the  party  acknowl- 
edging the  instrument  was  known,  or  proven  to  the  officer  taking 
the  acknowledgment  to  be  the  party  named  in,  and  who  executed 
the  same.  Saying  '*  Personally  appeared,  A.  B.,'M8  not  enough. 
1878,  Miller  t?.  Link,  3  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  db  C),  86. 

4.  It  is  not  essential  to  validity  of  a  deed,  that  the  certificate  of  ac- 
knowledgment should  state  that  the  evidence  of  the  witness  who 
swears  to  the  grantor^s  identity  is  "  satisfactory  evidence  "  to  the 
officer,  nor  that  the  certificate  should  set  out  the  officer's  knowl- 
edge of  witness.  It  is  only  when  the  subeeribing  witness  makes  the 
acknowledgment  the  officer  need  certify  to  his  knowledge  of  the 
witness ;  and  the  subscribing  witness  must  testify  to  his  residence. 
1878,  Ritter  v.  Worth,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  S  C),  406. 

Deeds. 

ACTIONS. 

1.  If  a  complaint  states  facts  giving  an  equitable  cause  of  action,  and 
also  a  legal  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction,  a  party 
is  entitled  to  have  the  issues  in  both  causes  tried,  if  necessary  to  obtain 
his  rights,  and  although  he  fail  to  make  out  a  case  for  purely  equit- 
able relief,  yet  if  he  prove  facts  showing  a  legal  cause  of  action 
his  complaint  should  not  be  dismissed,  but  money  damages 
awarded  him.     Stemberger  o.  McGovem,  Ante^  251. 

2.  The  summons  was  for  money,  not  for  relief;  and  the  complaint 
averred  facts  making  out  a  cause  of  action  on  contract.  Eeld^  that 
the  addition  of  averments  of  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
did  not  make  the  action  one  for  tort,  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery  for 
breach  of  implied  warranty  of  title.  Ct,  of  App,j  1878,  Ledwich 
V,  McKim,  58  JV.  F.,  807;  affirming  85  N.  7.  Superior  Ct,  (8 
Jones  A  S,)y  804. 

8.  -The  owner  of  a  dock  and  vessel,  on  the  boundary  between  New 
York  and  Brooklyn,  which  were  injured  by  a  mob,  brought  simul- 
taneous actions  against  both  cities,  and  recovered  full  damages 
against  Brooklyn  in  the  one  first  tried.  The  city  of  Brooklyn 
paid  the  judgment,  and  took  an  assignment  of  it,  and  caused  the 
other  action  to  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  assignor  against 
the  city  of  New  York,  ffeldj  that  the  city  of  New  York  could  not 
defeat  the  action  by  the  objection  that  the  nominal  plaintiff  had 
already  received  satisfaction  for  the  injury ;  for  satisfaction  by  a 
stranger  is  no  plea ;  nor  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
the  real  party  in  interest ;  for  under  the  Code,  an  action  may  be 
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continued  in  the  name  of  the  original  party  unless  the  court  orders 
substitution.  Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Atlantic  Dock  Co.  o.  Mayor,  &c.  o( 
New  York,  63  If.  F.,  64. 

4.  A  party  applying  to  a  court  or  judicial  officer  having  no  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter,  and  obtaining  an  attachment  and 
delivering  it  to  the  sheriff  for  service,  is  liable  in  damages  to  the 
defendant  in  the  attachment,  if  the  process  be  void  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  or  for  any  other  cause.  Ct,  of  App.^  1878,  Miller  «. 
Adams,  62  N.  F.,  409;  affirming  7  Lam,,  181. 

6.  A  right  to  use  the  water  of  a  well,  as  owner  of  a  part  of  the  ground 
on  which  it  stands,  must  be  asserted  at  law ;  but  if  the  right  is  an  ease- 
ment, relief  restraining  interference  with  its  exercise  can  be  afforded 
in  equity.     Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Applegate  v.  Morse,  7  Lan9.y  59. 

6.  Where  the  goods  of  A.  are  obtained  by  the  fraud  of  B.  and  de- 
livered to  C,  under  circumstances  which  do  not  deprive  A.  of  his 
title,  and  C.  refuses  to  return  the  goods,  and  appropriates  them  to 
his  own  use,  A.  may  nuiintain  an  action  for  goods  sold  against  C, 
especially  if  no  question  as  to  the  pleadings  is  raised  on  the  trial, 
Ct.  o/App.,  1873,  McQoldrick  v.  Willits,  52  iV.  F.,  613. 

7.  Action  can  not  be  sustained  if  a  contract  on  which  it  is  even  indi- 
rectly founded  is  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  Ct.  of  App,,  187S, 
Dung  V.  Parker,  52  iV.  F.,  494 ;  reversing  3  Daly,  89. 

8.  An  action  brought  to  recover  the  excess  of  interest,  and  collateral 
securities,  received  in  violation  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  usury,  is 
not  a  local  action.  The  right  can  be  enforced  wherever  courts  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  the  parties.  Wheelock  o.  Lee,  Antey  24. 

9.  Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  sustain  his  complaint,  the  court  can  not 
adjudicate  upon  the  rights  and  equities  of  the  defendants  as  be- 
tween themselves.  [25  N.  Y.,  266;  2  Rob.,  676.]  1878,  Martin  r. 
Wagener,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  d  C),  609. 

10.  Of  the  proper  form  of  action  against  one  who  assumes  to  act  for 
a  principal  without  authority,  and  draws  another  into  a  contract  on 
the  assumption  of  such  agency.  Dung  v.  Parker,  52  if.  F,  494; 
reversing  3  Daly,  89. 

11.  Action  to  remove  cloud  entitle;  distinguished  from  action  for 
partition  sale,  Parisen  v,  Parisen,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d  C),  642, 
S.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  385. 

Abatement  and  Revival;  Evidence;  Costs,  9. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

Distinction  between  requisites  of  adverse  possession  for  the  purpoflC 
of  statute  of  limitations,  and  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  deed. 
Sands  o.  Hughes,  68  N.  F.,  287. 
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ALIMONY. 

1.  The  granting  of  alimony,  even  after  judgment  of  divorce,  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  a  divorce  suit;  and 
an  order  made  for  that  purpose  can  not  be  attacked  collaterally 
[1  Johns.  Gas.,  492;  3  Cow.,  511;  Id.,  331;  18  Pet.,  611;  9  N.  Y., 
263;  18  N.  Y.,  697 ;  48  N.  Y.,  63;  45  N.  Y.,  642].  Supreme  Ct. 
(Lbonabd,  Bef.),  1873,  Eamp  e.  Kamp,  iiillovD,  iV.,143. 

2.  Alimony  claimed  by  a  wife  after  long  separation,  is  not  computed 
on  present  income  of  husband,  if  greatly  increased.  Powell  o. 
Powell,  6  Eng.  R.  (Mbak's  ed,\  346 ;  L.  R  [3  Proh.  A  D\  55. 

8.  A  woman  who  intervenes  in  an  action  of  divorce,  on  the  ground 
of  having  contracted  a  marriage  with  the  husband  who  is  a  party 
to  the  action,  the  validity  of  which  marriage  might  be  affected  by 
a  judgment  in  the  action,  may  be  allowed  alimony  and  counsel  fee 
therein.     Anonymous  [No.  2  of  this  Title],  AnUy  307. 

4.  After  a  judgment  which  dismisses  her  in  effect  from  the  action,  she 
is  no  longer  entitled  to  alimony;  but  the  court  may  still  allow  her  a 
counsel  fee  to  enable  her  to  litigate  the  case  on  appeal.     lb, 

5.  If  future  alimony  ought  to  be  paid  after  judgment,  a  clause  to  that 
effect  should  be  inserted  in  the  judgment ;  or  if  reasons  exist  for 
its  payment  pending  an  appeal,  a  fresh  application  should  be  made. 
Supreme  Ct,^  1872,  Wood  v.  Wood,  7  Lane,,  204. 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  The  court  may,  under  the  Code,  at  any  time  before  trial,  allow  a 
defendant  to  amend  his  answer  by  setting  up  a  new  defense.  N.  Y. 
Com,  PL,  1873,  Diamond  v,  William sburgh  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly 
494. 

2.  The  case  of  Woodruff  ©.  Dickie  [5  Robt.,  619;  31  How.  Pr.,  164], 
holding  the  contrary,  Held,  to  have  been  erroneously  decided.  Ih, 

3.  The  pature  of  the  power  which  the  court  had  at  common  law,  to 
allow  amendments,  investigated,  the  enlargement  of  it  by  statutes 
and  judicial  decisions,  examined,  and  the  cases,  reviewed.     Ih, 

4.  It  is  not  indispensable  that  there  should  be  something  to  amend  by, 
for  an  amendment  is  not  solely  the  correction  of  an  error  in  a  plead- 
ing already  before  the  court,  but  may  consist  in  the  withdrawal  of 
it,  and  the  substitution  of  a  new  and  different  defense.     Ih, 

6.  An  amendment  to  a  pleading  can  only  be  made  when  the  pleading 
remains,  not  after  it  is  stricken  out  as  sham  [21  How.  Pr.,  378;  5 
Duer,  654]  ;  and  a  judgment  entered  after  the  answer  is  stricken 
out,  will  not  be  set  aside  so  as  to  let  a  previously  amended  answer 
stand.  N,  T,  Superior  Ct,,  Sp,  T,,  1873,  Schmid  v,  Arguim- 
bau,  46  How,  Pr,,  105. 
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6.  The  coansel  who  have  charge  of  the  trial  of  a  case  have  authority 
to  amend  the  pleadings  at  the  trial,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
attorney  of  record.     Devlin  v.  Mayor,  «&c.  of  N.  Y.,  Ante,  81. 

7.  When  the  propriety  of  setting  up  a  counterclaim  first  appears  dur- 
ing the  trial  before  a  referee,  the  trial  may  be  suspended,  and  upon 
application  to  the  special  term  an  order  may  be  obtained  permit- 
ting defendant  to  amend  his  answer  by  setting  up  that  or  any  other 
new  defense.  [53  Barb.,  525 ;  18  Abb.,  207 ;  How.,  294 ;  Code,  {§  178- 
177.  ]  But  such  leave  will  be  granted  only  when  a  strong  case  b  pre- 
sented, and  there  have  been  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  moving 
party.     1874,  Mitchell  v.  Bunn,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  &  C),  486. 

8.  A  landlord,  claiming  a  lien  under  his  lease,  on  certain  produce 
of  his  tenant,  sued  a  third  person  for  the  proceeds  of  the  produce, 
alleging  the  lien,  but  also  alleging  in  general  terms  a  right  to  the 
fund,  and  notice  of  his  claim  to,  and  demand  on  defendant.  Held, 
that  the  lease  not  giving  a  lien,  it  was  proper  for  the  ponrt  at  the 
trial  to  amend  the  complaint,  of  his  own  motion,  so  as  ta  allow  plain- 
tiff to  prove  a  release  and  assignment  to  him  from  the  tenant.  The 
same  parties,  and  the  same  form  of  actioii  and  proof  of  the  lease 
would  be  necessary  if  he  were  put  to  a  new  action.  1878,  Barber  9. 
Marble,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  A  C),  114. 

9.  Where  the  pleadings  will  be  conformed  to  the  proof — stated.  Kock 
c,  Bonitz,  4  Daly^  117. 

10.  The  writ  of  commission  to  take  testimony  is  to  be  regarded  aa 
process,  and  is  amendable  wherever  process  is  amendable.  An 
amendment  will  be  allowed  whenever  it  is  in  furtherance  of  justice, 
if  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action  in  which  the  amendment 
is  sought  to  be  made.  N,  Y,  Com,  PL,  Sp.  T,,  18*38.  Letch  «. 
Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly,  518. 

11.  The  general  subject  of  amending  process  at  common  law,  and 
under  the  statute,  discussed.     lb. 

Appeal,  45 ;  Limitations,  5 ;  Parties,  10 ;  Subiobsion,  2. 

ANIMALS. 

1.  Under  2  Zawj«^  1867,  c.  814,  amending  Lawsofl^^%,  c.  459,  author- 
izmg  the  seizure  by  a  land-owner  of  cattle  trespassing,  and  the  sub- 
sequent issue,  service  and  posting  of  a  summons  to  the  owner  on 
the  seizor's  complaint,  and  the  detention  of  the  cattle  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  owner  to  reclaim  them  on  paying  to  the  justice  certain 
costs,  &c.,  the  seizor  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  irregularity  in 
the  summons  in  failing  to  specify  the  place  of  return,  nor  for  an 
omission  to  post  the  summons.  Ct.  of  App,,  1873,  Leavitt  f* 
Thompson,  52  iV.   F.,  62;  reversing  56  Bark,  542. 
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3.  The  seizor  is  not  made  a  wrong-doer  by  refusing  to  surrender  the 
cattle,  except  on  payment  of  more  than  the  owner  is  bound  to  pay, 
unless  the  owner  has  had  the  amount  to  be  paid,  liquidated  by  and 
paid  to  the  justice.     lb, 

8.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for  damage  done  by  cattle,  with  a  claim  for 
taking  the  cattle  from  plaintiff's  possession  after  he  had  them  in 
custody,  under  L.,  1862,  C.  469, — Hdd^  error  to  charge  that  the 
jury  might  allow  as  damages,  besides  the  injury  to  the  crops,  &c., 
tifty  cents  per  head  for  the  cattle  retaken.  The  statute  allows  that 
sum  as  a  compensation  for  the  seizure,  and  for  seeking  the  remedy 
in  the  manner  prescribed.  The  right  to  the  penalty  is  not  com- 
plete until  a  sale  of  the  cattle,  and  it  was  accordingly  error  to 
assume  that  plaintiff  would  have  instituted  proceedings  under  the 
act,  &c.     Supreme  Ct.y  1872,  Hickox  v.  Thurstin,  7  Lans,,   421. 

4.  In  respect  to  offenses  coasisting  in  cruelty  to  animals,  the  act  of 
1867  is  to  be  deemed  declaratory  of  the  common  law ;  and  driving 
a  horse,  while  ignorant  that  it  is  sick  or  sore,  is  not,  per  se^  torment- 
ing or  torturing  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Stage  Horse 
Cases,  AnUy  61. 

ANOTHER  ACTION  PENDINa. 

The  pendency  of  a  former  action  against  A.  and  B.  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  a  tract  of  land,  is  a  good  defense  in  abatement  to  a  subse- 
quent action  brought  against  either  A.  or  B.  for  a  part  of  the  same 
land,  if  it  was  not  alleged  in  the  prior  action  that  the  defendants 
had  any  joint  interest.  [Distinguishing  3  Sim.  and  Stu.,  464]. 
Supreme  Ct.y  1873,  Dawley  v.  Brown,  65  Barb.^  107,  126. 

Pleading,  1. 

ANSWER. 

1.  Under  the  Code  the  answer  may  contain  as  many  defenses  as  the 
defendant  may  have ;  and  while  one  or  more  defenses,  or  the  whole 
answer,  are  subject  to  a  motion  to  strike  out  for  being  sham  or  ir- 
relevant, or  to  demurrer,  a  motion  to  strike  out  as  frivolous  can  only 
be  made  in  respect  to  the  whole  answer.  Judgment  can  not  be 
ordered  on  the  frivolousness  of  a  single  defense  in  an  answer  con- 
taining another  defense.  [246N.Y.,  468].  Ct  of  App.j  1878,  Strong 
ff.  Sproul,  53  N.  F.,  497;  reversing  4  Daly,  326. 

2.  After  an  answer  has  been  struck  out  as  sham,  a  new  answer  can  not 
be  served  without  leave  of  court,  even  if  twenty  days  have  not 
elapsed  since  the  answer  was  served.  [Code  R.  N.  8  ,  41].  JV.  F. 
Superior  Ct.,  Sp,  T.,  1873,  Schmid  v.  Arguimbau,  5QMow,  Pr.,  103. 

8.  In  a  husband's  action  for  divorce,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a 
former  wife  who  was  living  at  the  time  he  married  defendant,  and 
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at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  an  allegation  in 
the  answer,  that  plaintiff  had,  before  marrying  defendant,  pro- 
cured a  decree  of  court  adjudging  him  at  liberty  to  marry,  and 
that  defendant  had  thereupon  in  good  faith  married  him,  being 
induced  by  his  fraud  to  belieye  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  marry, ' 
is  immaterial.  Anonymous  [No.  8  of  this  Title],  Antey  811. 

4.  An  allegation  in  the  ahswer,  that  defendant  has  no  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether  the  first  wife 
was  living  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  is  a  denial  of  a 
material  allegation.    lb. 

5.  An  allegation  in  the  complaint,  charging  defendant  with  knowlr 
edge  of  the  prior  marriage  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with 
plaintiff,  is  material  upon  the  question  of  costs,  and  perhaps  on 
that  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  children,  and  of  alimony;  and  since 
an  omission  to  deny  it  would  admit  it,  it  may  properly  be  denied  in 
the  answer.     lb. 

After  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  has  been  oyermled,  defendant 
*    may  set  up  as  a  defense  the  same  ground  urged  in  support  of  the 
demurrer.     1874,  Smith  e.  Britton,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  S  C),  498. 

7.  An  answer  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  setting  np  the 
defense  that  defendant's  indorsement  was  procured  by  duress,  of 
which  plaintiff  had  notice  denying  intent,  &c.,  to  charge  separate 
estate,  is  not  frivolous.  1874,  Elots  o.  Fincke,  2  Supreme  CL 
{T.  cfe  C),  580. 

8.  An  answer,  by  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  sued  for  libel,  denying 
that  the  article  complained  of  was  published  with  defendant's 
knowledge,  consent,  assent  or  permission,  and  denying  that  any 
person  employed  by  defendants  had  any  right  or  authority  from 
defendants  to  publish  it, — Held^  not  frivolous.  Samuels  v.  Evening 
Mail  Association,  52  N,  F.,  625. 

9.  Where  the  denials  of  the  answer  go  to  portions  of  thc^ complaint 
not  necessary  to  sustain  the  action, — e.  ^.,  where  in  an  action  for 
dissolution  of  a  corporation  on  the  ground  of  its  paying  money  in 
pursuance  of  a  corrupt  and  fraudulent  agreement,  and  acts  of  ex- 
travagance in  purchases,  &c.,  the  answer  alleges  that  the  money 
was  paid  under  the  advise  of  counsel,  denies  the  allegations  of  ex- 
travagance, and  also  alleges  that  only  three  of  the.  old  board  of 
trustees  have  been  re-elected,  and  that  the  present  board  are  com- 
petent to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  corporation— the  answer  is 
frivolous.  Supreme  Ct.,  Sp.  jT.,  affirmed  at  Oen.  T.,  1878,  People 
V.  Dispensary  &  Hospital  Society,  7  Lane.,  804. 

10.  The  defense  that  the  application  and  survey  were  part  of  the 
policy, — Held^  one  that  must  be  set  up  in  the  answer,  to  be  available. 
Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Weed  v.  Schenectady  Ins.  Co.,  7  Lan$,^  458. 
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11.  In  an  action  on  a  sale,  an  answer,  alleging  that  plaintiff  repre- 
sented the  merchandise  to  be  merchantable,  on  which  representation 
defendant's  agent  relied,  and  that  the  agent  was  not  authorized  to 
buy  an  unmerchantable  article,  and  that  the  article  was  not  mer- 
chantable, and  was  known  to  plaintiff  not  to  be  such, — Ueld^  not 
sufficient  to  admit  evidence  that  plaintiff  intended  to  aell  the 
article  as  merchantable,  because  not  alleging  intent  to  deceiye  and 
actual  deceit.    Lefler  v.  Field,  52  N.  Y.,  621. 

12.  An  affirmative  defense, — e,  g.^  that  defendant  was  a  hma  fids 
holder  without  notice — though  alleged  in  avoidance  of  allegations 
in  the  complaint,  is  not  to  be  taken  as  true,  merely  because  plaintiff 
gives  no  evidence  on  the  point.  1878,  Town  of  Venice  v.  Breed,  1 
Supreme  Ot.  (T,  &  C7.),  180;  S.  C,  flS  Barl.y  597. 

13.  In  foreclosure,  an  answer  stating  merely  that  the  mortgage  is  of 
no  binding  effect,  and  no  lien  on  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, is  a  statement  of  a  conclusion  unsupported  by  facts,  and  ia 
unavailing.     Supreme  Ct,  1873,  Caryl  v.  Williams,  7  Lans,,  416. 

14.  Statute  of  frauds  need  not  be  pleaded.  Morrill  v.  Cooper,  65 
Barb.  512. 

Amesdukst,  45 ;  Afpbal,  12 ;  Contract,  1. 

APPEAL. 

1.  The  general  term  may  review,  by  appeal,  an  order  of  the  special 
term,  made  on  a  summary  application,  in  an  action  after  judgment 
and  affecting  a  substantial  right,  although  upon  a  question  of  dis- 
cretion. But  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  He  from 
the  general  term  in  such  a  case.  [Distinguishing  Howell  v. 
Mills,  53  JV.  r.,  322.]     Livermore  v,  Bainbridge,  Ante,  436. 

2.  Setting  aside  a  report,  for  misconduct  of  a  referee,  is  an  exercise 
of  discretion,  within  this  rule.     lb. 

8.  To  same  effect,  Gray  v.  Fisk,  58  N.  Y.,  630;  affirming  33  JV.  T. 
Superior  Ct.  (1  /.  ds  5.),  484;  S.  C,  12  Abb.  Pr.  If.  A,  213;  42  How. 
Pr.,  135. 

4.  Upon  appeal  from  an  order,  the  court  of  appeals  are  not  precluded 
from  passing  on  the  facts,  even  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting. 
Wilmerdings  v.  Fowler,  Ante,  86. 

5.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  resale,  when  it  involves  matters 
of  legal  right  based  upon  flxed  legal  principles,  is  appealable  to 
this  court.  Thus,  where  the  sale  was  irregular  and  conducted  con- 
trary to  law,  and  the  motion  was  not  denied  because  defendant  had 
another  remedy,  the  court  may  entertain  the  appeal,  especially 
where  the  parties  injured  were  infants.  [Reviewing  authorities]. 
Ct.  of  App.,  1873,  Howell  V.  Mills,  5SJ!f.  F.,  322. 
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6.  It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  Tvhich  an  action  is  pending, 
to  set  aside  a  stipulation  of  counsel  and  the  order  of  the  court 

:  entered  thereoa,  and  an  appeal  therefrom  does  not  lie  to  the  court 
of  appeals.  No  fixed  legal  right  exists  to  retain  an  order  or  even 
a  judgment  which  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  may 
set  aside;  especially  where  vacating  the  order  merely  denies  a  sum- 
mary remedy  and  leaves  the  party  to  his  action.  Ct,  of  App,y  1873, 
Barry  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  58  N.  F.,  686. 

7.  An  order  refusing  to  proceed  summarily  against  the  sheriff^  for 
payment  of  moneys  as  to  which  he  is  under  injunction  from  a  court 
of  bankruptcy,  and  leaving  the  parties  to  an  action,  is  discretion- 
ary with  the  court,  and  not  the  subject  of  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals.  Ct,  o/App,,  1878,»Hil1s«.  Davis,  68  jY.  F.,  349;  affirm- 
ing in  effect,  85  N,  T,  Superior  Ct,  (8  Jone9  S  8,),  855. 

8.  Subjecting  a  party  to  punishment  affects  a  substantial  right ;  but 
the  refusal  of  the  special  term  to  punish  a  party  alleged  to  have 
violated  an  order  of  the  court,  made  in  the  progress  of  the  action, 
unless  the  other  party  had  a  legal  right  to  demand  the  relief  granted 
by  the  order  alleged  to  have  been  violated,  does  not  affect  a  sub- 
stantial right,  and  is  not  an  order  from  which  an  appeal  can  be  taken 
within  section  11  of  the  Code.  Ct.  of  App.y  1878,  Caningtonff. 
Florida  R.  R.  Co.,  62  JV^.  F.,  688. 

0.  On  appeal  from  an  order  punishing  for  contempt,  the  appellate 
court  can  not  consider  new  affidavits  alleging  that  the  party  has 
meanwhile  complied  with  the  order  of  the  court  below.  People  a 
rel.  Day  v.  Bergen,  Ante,  97. 

10.  The  rule  that  an  order  affecting  a  strict  legal  right  is  appealable 
[10  How.,  89;  28  Barb.,  480;  8  N.  Y.,  884;  23  Id.,  IfiO;  41  Id., 
858],  e,  g,^  opening  an  adjudication  after  the  statute  of  limitations 
has  elapsed,—applied.  1874,  Depew  v.  Dewey,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  S 
C),  515;  8.  C,  46  Bow.  Pr,,  441. 

11.  An  order  allowing  a  referee  appointed  to  sell  under  a  fore- 
closure sale  a  sum  greater  than  the  statutory  fees,  affects  a  sub- 
stantial right,  and  is  appealable.  [Code,  {  849,  subd.  5;  29  N.  Y., 
418;  87  N.  Y.,  880.]  1874,  Innes  v.  Purcell,  2  Supreme  CL  {T.  it 
C),  588. 

12.  An  order  compelling  a  party  to  make  his  pleading  more  definite 
and  certain,  is  not  appealable.  Geis  o.  Loew,  Ante^  94. 

18.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  the  court  of  appeals  firom  an  order, 
though  in  the  form  of  a  judgment,  .reversing  a  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, given  at  special  term  for  frivolousness  of  the  onaer,  and  giv- 
ing plaintiff  leave  to  plead,  &c.  Whether  the  sufficiency  of  an 
answer  shall  be  determined  on  motion,  or  on  demurrer,  is  in  the 
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discretion  of  the  court.  Ct.  of  App.y  1873,  Wilkin  «.  Kaplee,  63 
iV.  r.,  248. 

14.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  by  a  defendant  in  replevin,  for 
failure  of  sureties  to  justify,  objection  to  the  sherifTs  liability  can 
not  be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Hof- 
heimer  v,  Campbell,  7  Lans.,  157. 

15.  In  partition,  the  objection  that  the  complaint  contained  no  ayer- 
ment  that  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  sought  to  be 
partitioned,  can  not  be  taken  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  to  the 
general  term.  It  should  be  taken  by  demurrer  or  answer,  and 
when  it  is  not,  the  judgment  must  conclude  the  parties,  Supreme 
Ct,,  1872,  Howell  f>,  Mils,  7  Lan$.,  193. 

16.  An  appeal  lies  from  an  order  opening  a  default  so  far  as  to 
allow  defendant  to  depend  on  one  issue  only  when  there  is  an- 
other material  issue  in  the  pleadings  ;  and  defendant's  appeal 
from  the  order,  raises  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  such  a  con- 
dition. i\r.  7.  Superior  Ct,  Sp.  T,,  1878,  Horn  «.  Brennan,  46 
How,  Pr.,  479. 

17.  An  order  absolutely  and  unconditionally  staying,  without  limit, 
the  proceedings  in  an  action,  before  judgment  (in  this  case  made  on 
the  ground  that  a  court  of  the  United  States,  having  exclusive  juris- 
diction, had  forbid  the  party  to  proceed)  is  an  order  which  prevents 
the  entry  of  judgment,  and  in  effect  determines  the  action ;  and  an 
appeal  lies  to  this  court.  Ct,  of  App.,  1873,  Knowlton  v.  Provi- 
dence &  N.  Y.  Steamship  Co.,  63  JIT.  F.,  76. 

18.  An  order  in  foreclosure,  staying  plaintifi^s  proceedings  until 
further  default,  determines  the  action,  and  prevents  a  judgment, 
&c.,  and  is,  therefore,  appealable  to  the  Court  of  Appeals.  Ct.  of 
App.y  1873,  Bennett  v.  Stevenson,  53  N,  F.,  508. 

19.  An  order  for  the  issue  of  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  with 
a  stay  of  proceedings,  although  discretionary,  affects  a  substantial 
right,  and  is  appealable  to  the  general  term.  [41  How.  Pr.,  850.] 
1872,  Rathbun  t?.  Ingersoll,  34  N,  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Joneg  df  S,),  211. 

20.  Appeal  lies  to  the  general  term  from  an  order  grailting  dis- 
covery and  inspection ;  and  it  seems,  from  any  order  though  dis- 
cretionary. 1872,  Central  National  Bank  o.  Clark,  84  If.  T.  Superior 
Ct.  (2  Jones  d  S.),  487. 

21.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  commission  to  take  testimony  of 
a  foreign  witness  affects  a  substantial  right,  and  is  therefore  appeal- 
able. 1874,  Wallace  v.  Am.  Linen  Thread  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  db 
(7.),  671 ;  S.  C,  46  Bow.  Pr.,  408. 

22.  An  order  granting  a  commission  does  not  affect  a  substantial  right, 
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1  and  18  not  appealable.  /5./  TreadweU  v,  Pomeroy,  2  duprme  Ct. 
(T,  di  a),  470. 

23.  An  objection  taken  on  the  examination  of  a  witness  de  lem  «m, 
but  not  interposed  at  the  reading  of  the  deposition.on  the  trial,  not 
available  on  appeal.  Martin  v.  Silliman,  63  iV.  F.,  615. 

24.  An  order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  a  compulsory  order  of  refer- 
ence, affects  a  substantial  right  within  section  349,  Sub.  3  of  the  Code, 
and  IS  appealable.  [40  How.,  143.]  1874,  Brink  «.  Republic  ¥1ie 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct  (T,  &  C),  550. 

25.  The  rule  that  improper  rejection  of  evidence  of  an  unimpoitaDt 
character,  which  evidently  did  not  change  the  result  will  be  dis- 
regarded. [20  N.  Y.,  244 ;  15  Abb.  Pr.,  384,— reiterated.]  N,  Z  Su- 
perior Ct.,  1873,  Townsen^  ©.  Narragansett  Ins.  Co.,  46  ifoic. 
/v.,  40. 

26.  The  rule  that  an  objection  not  taken  on  the  trial,  where  it  migbt 
have  been  obviated,  will  be  deemed  waived,  and  can  not  be  rtised 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal, — reiterated.  1873,  Chace  o.  Higgins, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C7.),  230. 

27.  Error  in  a  finding  of  the  jury,  that  a  lease  containing  a  proTiio 
that  the  same  should  become  void  by  subletting,  or  reletting,  was 
broken  by  an  assignment  of  the  term, — HM^  not  available  on  ap- 
peal, because  attention  was  not  called  to  it  in  the  court  below.  1873, 
Collins  X),  Hasbrouck,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T,di  (7.),  36. 

28.  A  defense  can  not  be  disregarded  on  appeal,  on  the  ground,  not 
taken  in  the  court  below,  that  it  was  inconsistent  with  another  de 
feuse.     Jackson  v.  Van  Slyke,  52  N,  F.,  625. 

29.  Where  the  allegations  in  a  complaint  are  not  directly  denied  by 
the  answer,  but  the  defendant  sets  up,  as  an  affirmative  defense,  facts 
antagonistic  to  those  alleged  in^the  complaint,  and  on  the  trial  the 
defense  is  proved  without  the  objection  that  an  opposite  state  of 
facts  is  admitted,  because  not  denied,  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint must  be  treated,  on  appeal,  as  if  denied  by  the  answer.  1879) 
Duel  f>.  Lamb,  1  Supreme  CL{T.  A  (7.),  66. 

80.  The  rule  that  a  judgment  will  be  reversed  on  account  of  the  td- 
missioD,  under  objection,  of  improper  evidence,  unless  there  is  clear, 
uncontradicted  evidence  of  pother  facts  in  themselves  sufilcient  to 
support  the  judgment, — applied.  1873,  Swift  v,  Mass.  Hut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  &  C),  302. 

81.  Trial  of  questions  of  fact  by  a  jury,  in  an  equitable  case,  where 
the  relief  demanded  is  purely  of  an  equitable  charater,  is  not  a 
matter  of  right.  It  is  discretionary  with  the  court,  and  its  decisioa 
thereupon  is  not  reversable.  Supreme  Ct.^  1872,  Rexfordo.  Marquii^ 
7  Lane,,  249. 
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8.  The  decision  of  the  court  as  to  what  questions  of  fact  the  jury 
shall  be  instructed  to  find  specifically  upon,  under  section  261  of  the 
Code,  is  not  appealable.  Hackford  v,  N,  Y.  Central  R.  H.  Co.,  68 
M  r.,  654. 

5.  The  court  of  appeals  has  not  the  power  (although  it  seems  that 
the  general  term  has  the  power)  to  examine  whether,  upon  the  trial, 
th£  appellant  sustained  any  injury  from  the  jury  having  been  mis- 
led by  improper  remarks  of  the  judge  during  the  trial,  which  were 
not  excepted  to,  or  not  proper  subject  of  exception.  Ct  o/App., 
1878,  Hamilton  «.  Third  Ave.  R  R.  Co.,  53  JV.  F.,  25;  reversing 
86  JV.  r.  Superior  Ct.,  (3  J<mes  d  8,),  118;  S.  C,  13  Alb.  Pr, 
N.  8.,  818;  44  How.  Pr.,  294. 

4.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  an  order  made  at  special  term  sus- 
taining exceptions  to  the  report  of  a  referee.  The  proper  course  is 
to  enter  judgment,  and  appeal  from  such  judgment.  Supreme  Ct.y 
1874,  Hemphill  v.  Tull,  46  How.  Pr.y  384. 

t6.  Finding  of  referee,  Hdd,  supported  by  testimony  of  one  witness, 
although  there  were  four  witnesses  to  the  contrary.  Wright  v. 
Saunders,  65  Barb.,  214. 

6.  An  order  denying  a  motion  that  the  cause  be  sent  back  to  a  referee 
for  further  findings,  can  not  be  separately  reviewed  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  but  only  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  [reiterating  46  N.  T., 
260].  Such  an  order  is  to  be  treated  as  an  intermediate  order  in- 
volving the  merits,  and  necessarily  afiectlng  the  judgment  within 
section  11,  subd.  1  of  the  Code  of  Pro.  CL  oj  App.^  1873,  Quincey 
V.  Young,  53  N.  F.,  504. 

7.  Although  on  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  asked 
solely  on  the  judge^s  minutes,  the  appellant  can  not  insist  that  the 
verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  yet  where  appeal  is  taken 
not  only  from  the  judgment,  but  also  from  the  order  made  on  a 
subsequent  motion,  founded  on  a  case  or  exceptions,  the  court 
should  examine  the  evidence  to  ascertain  if  it  supports  the  verdict. 
Cames  v.  Piatt,  Ante,  337. 

)8.  Although  a  departure,  in  the  judgment,  from  the  decision  of  the 
court  may  be  ground  of  appeal,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  awarded,  if 
it  be  conceded  that  the  facts  are  such  that  the  appellant  can  not  be 
benefited  by  a  new  trial.  1874,  Stevenson  v,  Spratt,  85  N.  T. 
Superior  Ct.  (3  JoneB  ds  8.),  496. 

!9.  The  objection  that  the  judgment  as  entered  gives  the  relief  more 
minutely  than  it  is  stated  in  the  decision,  is  not  available  on  appeal, 
if  the  relief  intended  to  be  given  is  not  enlarged.  Supreme  Ot., 
1872,  Appelgate  v.  Morse,  7  Lans.,  59. 

0.  An  appeal  was  taken  from  an  order  directing  judgment,  not  fronc 
the  Judgment.  Held,  that  the  respondent  could  avail  himself  of  the 
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error  only  by  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeaL    1874,  EQots  v,  Flncke, 

2  Svpreme  Ct,  (T.  <k  C.\  680. 
41.  The  rule  that  this  court  will  revise  the  decisions  of  county  judges 

on  the  trial  of  causes,  only  after  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  has  been 

made  in  that  court  [48  Barb.,  342], — reiterated.     1878,  Dahash  v. 

Flanders,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  <t  C7.),  445;  Lester  v.  Rome,  &c.  R.  R. 

Co.,  Id.,  672. 
41.  A  reversal  by  the  general  term  of  an  order  of  the  county  court, 

denying  a  motion  to  set  aside  proceedings,  does  not,  without  an 

order  to  that  effect,  set  them  aside.     Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Miller  v. 

Adams,  7  Lans.,  181  (Aff'd  in  52  iV.  F.,  409). 
48.  The  fixing  of  the  day  up  to  which  interest  shall  be  computed,  in 

the  report  of  a  referee  determining  the  priority  and  amount  of  claims 

to  surplus  moneys,  is  matter  of  discretion,  and  is  not  reyiewable  at 

general  term.     1878,  Loverbill  v.  Suydam,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (7*.  d 

C),  460. 

44.  In  an  action  against  two,  alleging  a  joint  debt,  the  proof  was  of  a 
joint  contract  by  which  each  was  to  pay  half  the  sum  sued  for. 
Eeld,  on  appeal  by  one  from  a  joint  judgment  for  the  whole  sum 
against  both,  that  the  court,  under  section  866  of  the  Code,  might 
afl3rm  the  judgment  as  to  half  the  claim  and  against  the  appellant, 
and  strike  out  the  name  of  the  other  defendant.  1878,  Aiigell «. 
Cook,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  A  (7.),  175. 

45.  Plaintiff,  in  foreclosing  mortgages,  made  R.  and  K.  parties,  and 
asked  for  judgment  for  deficiency  against  both.  R.  alone  answered. 
Judgment  was  rendered  holding  R.  primarily  liable,  and  after  him 
E.  R.  a{)pealed,  but  served  no  notice  on  E.,  and  obtained  a  reversal 
of  so  much  of  the  debree  as  declared  him  personally  liable.  Plain- 
tiff issued  execution  on  the  judgment  as  modified  by  the  appellate 
court.  On  application  of  E.  this  execution  was  set  aside  at  spedal 
term,  upon  the  ground  that  E.,  not  being  a  party  to  R.^s  appeal, 
was  not  bound  by  the  modified  judgment,  ffeld,  error.  E.  not 
having  answered,  admitted  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
also  admitted  the  allegations  of  R.'s  answer,  so  far  as  it  affected 
the  equities  between  him  and  R.  [47  N.  T.,  283.]  Ho  was  not, 
therefore,  an  aggrieved  party  within  section  825  of  the  Code,  nor  an 
adverse  party  within  section  327.  1873,  Garnsey  v.  Enights,  1 
Supreme  Ct.  {T.  d;  (7.),  259. 

46.  As  to  the  issue  between  plaintiff  and  R.,  the  only  one  litigated, 
E.,  was  not  a  party.  If  at  special  term  it  had  been  held  that  R.  was 
not  personally  liable,  E.  not  having  answered,  could  not  have  ap- 
pealed. [8  Barb., 351;  20  Johns,,  282;  1  Eeyes,  548;  25  Wend.]  /*. 

47.  After  judgment  in  an  action  against  a  sole*  defendant,  a  motion 
to  vacate  the  judgment  and  amend  the  proceedings,  so  as  to  inclode 
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another  person  as  joint  debtor  was  granted,  and- he  was  accordingly 
served  with  the  amended  summons.  Held,  that  he  had  no  right  to 
appeal  from  the  order,  for  he  was  not  aggrieved  by  being  summoned, 
within  section  320  of  the  Code,  which  allows  any  person  aggrieved 
to  appeal.  1872,  Grant  v,  Hubbell,  34  If.  T.  Superior  OL  (2  Jonea 
d  S,),  224. 

48.  An  undertaking  given  on  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  to  pay 
the  amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  judgment,  &c.,  pursuant  to 
section  335  of  the  Code,  renders  the  obligors  liable  for  the  costs 
included  in  the  judgment  of  the  general  term.  1878,  Shankland  v. 
Hamilton,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  S  C7.),  289. 

49.  The  rule  that  when  the  case  does  not  contain  any  evidence,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  there  was  evidence  to  sustain  the  findings  of  the 
referee  [46  N.  Y.,  627],— applied.    1872,  Beard  v.  Sinnot,  35  i^T.  T 
Superior  Ct,  (3  Jones  <k  S,),  51. 

50.  When  a  case  docs  not  state  that  it  contains  all  the  evidence,  the 
question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  findings  i^ 
not  before  the  court.  1873,  Parsons  v.  Cobum,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T. 
(fc  C),  324. 

51.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  a  judgment  on 
certiorari,  affirming  a  county  judge^s  decision,  on  a  disagreement  be- 
tween a  plank  road  company  and  tax  assessors.'*'  People  exrel, 
Addison,  &c.  Plank  Road  Co.  u.  Freeman,  52  JV.  F.,  656. 

52.  Appellate  court  will  not  reverse  proceedings  on  certiorari  on  the 
objection,  not  taken  by  motion  to  quash,  below,  that  the  relator  * 
was  not  technically  a  party  to  the  proceedings.     Ct  of  App.y  1878, 
People  exrel.  Sheridan  ©.  Andrews,  52  N.  F.,  445. 

S8.  On  an  appeal  in  a  cause  involving  the  construction  of  a  will  by  the 
aid  of  extrinsic  evidence,  the  appellate  court  is  not  necessarily  con- 
cluded by  a  finding  of  the  judge  below  of  the  testator^s  intent, 
**a8  a  conclusion  of  fact.^'  Intent  is  in  some  cases  a  question  of 
fact,  especially  when  it  characterizes  the  act,  making  it  lawful  or 
otherwise ;  and  in  such  cases  the  finding  of  the  fact  by  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction  may  be  conclusive  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peals. So  where  a  testamentary  provision  is  equivocal,  and  the 
intent  of  the  testator,  as  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence,  alone  deter-  • 
mines  the  gift.  The  intent  may  be  a  question  of  fact  which  the  court 
of  appeals  could  not  review.  But  the  construction  of  a  will  or 
other  instrument  in  writing  is  always  a  question  of  law ;  and  the 
appellate  court,  like  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction,  are  entitled, 
if  the  question  be  one  of  construction,  to  the  aid  of  surrounding 
circumstances.     So  heldj  where  the  judges*  finding  of  the  intent  was 

*  The  decision  here  sought  to  be  reviewed  is  reported  in  8  Lans:^  148. 
».  8. — XV. — 80 
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'^89  a  conclusion  of  fact  and  as  a  constracton  of  s^d  wilL**  Ct, 
rf  App.y  1878,  St.  Luke's  Home  v.  Association  for  relief  of  Aged 
Indigent  Females  of  N.  r.,  62  N.  Y.,  191 ;  reyeraing  84  JV.  T. 
Superior  Ct.  (3  Jone%  d  8.),  241. 

64.  An  application  for  leave  to  issae  execution,  when  leave  is  neces- 
sary, is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  if  denied  the 
remedy  is  to  apply  for  leave  to  sue  on  the  judgment.  An  appeal 
to  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  lie.  Ct,  o/Afp.y  1878,  Shuman  v. 
Strauss,  52  N.  F.,  404;  affirming;  in  effect  34  N.  T.  Superiur  Ct.  (3 
Janea  d:  8.\  6. 

65.  Leave  to  sue  on  a  judgment,  not  appealable.  Hanover  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  r.  Tomlinson,  3  Supreme  Ct,^  {T,  d  C.)  657. 

66.  Reargument  is  not  granted  upon  grounds  which  qaestion  the  co> 
rectness  of  the  former  decision  upon  the  law  and  the  facta  as  they 
were  before  tl>e  previous  general  term.  [1  Sweeny,  317.]  1872, 
Pendleton  c.  Lord,  84  N.  T,  JSvperior  Ct:  (3  Jonen  d  8.),  801. 

67.  Nor  for  mere  technical  mistrial.  Coogan  9.  Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  Y., 
3  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  d  C,\  667. 

68.  Nor  on  the  ground  of  surprise,  if  it  be  shown  that  the  contradic- 
tory testimony  relied  on  was  merely  cumulative.  1878,  Ritter  t. 
Phillips,  85  K  T,  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jone»  d  8,),  888;  affirmed  on  the 
merits  in  53 -Y.  r.,  586. 

69.  On  application  for  reargument  of  an  order  dismissing  complaint, 
the  court  will,  in  a  proper  case,  amend  the  order,  so  as  to  allow  a 
new  trial,  notwithstanding  plaintiff  might  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals.  1872,  Giles  v,  Austin,  84  If,  T,  Svperiar  CL  {Jena 
d  S,)JAO, 

60.  After  the  remittitur  from  the  court  of  appeals  has  been  filed  in 
the  court  below,  and  the  usual  order  entered  thereon,  it  must  be 
returned,  by  the  direction  of  the  lower  court,  before  the  court  of 
appeals  can  grant  a  reargument  of  the  appeal  Wilmerdings  v.  Fow- 
ler, Ante,  86. 

61.  The  mere  coming  of  the  remittitur  to  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of 
the  court  below,  is  not  an  actual  filing.  So  held,  where,  on  being 
served  with  the  stay,  he  handed  the  remittitur  back  to  the  attorney, 
without  having  marked  it — filed,  and  expressly  refused  to  file  it. 
Cushman  v,  Hadficld,  Ante,  109. 

63.  According  to  the  practice  of  the  New  York  common  pleas,  a  dis- 
missal of  appeal  is  not  the  exclusive  remedy  for  neglect  to  aerve 
the  printed  papery  but  the  general  term  have  power  to  affirm  by 
default,  and  if  they  do  so,  the  court  at  special  term  will  not  intar- 
fere  with  the  judgment.     Brown  r.  Niesa,  Ante^  844. 

68.  The  two  years  allowed  for  appeal  is  intended  to  afford  meant 
of  appeal  from  such  separate  judgments  in  favor  of  several  defend- 
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ants  as  are  authorized  by  the  Code,  and  only  within  that  period. 
Camblos  «.  Butterfield,  Ante,  107. 

64.  When  a  judgment  has  been  reversed,  and  the  reversal  entered 
on  the  docket,  the  lien  of  the  judgment  upon  land  ceases,  and  a 
sale  and  conveyance  thereafter  made  is  not  affected  by  a  subse- 
quent reversal  of  the  order  of  reversal.  Supreme  Ct,j  8p,  Tl,  1878, 
Foot  V,  Dillaye,  65  Barh.y  521. 

Attorney-General;  Case;  Costs,  28,29;  Court  of  Appeals,  8; 

Depositions,  5;  District  Court;  Highways,  8;  Judgment, 

12 ;  JusTicE^s  Court,  8-11, 14 ;  Motions  and  Orders,  8. 

APPEARANCE. 

1.  An  appearance  by  a  defendant  generally,  in  an  action,  waives  any 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  over  his  person.  Wheelock  «. 
Lee,  Ante,  24. 

3.  Relief  from  an  unauthorized  appearance  of  an  attorney  will  not 

be  granted  when  the  moving  party  has  been  guilty  of  laches.  [18 

How.,  93;  16  Id.,  885;  11  N.  Y.,  274;  22  Id.,  819;  27  Id.,  688]. 

1874,  Depew  «.  Dewey,  2  Supreme  CL  (21  d  (7.),  516;  8.  C,  46  How. 

Pr.,  441. 

Costs,  5 ;  Summary  Proceedings,  2. 

ARBITRATION. 

1.  Effect  of  stipulation  in  contract,  to  arbitrate  if  controversy  arises* 
6  IJng.  R  (Moak's  Ed.),  800,  n. ;  Id,,  516,  868. 

2.  Corruption  not  inferred  from  arbitrators  and  solicitor  lunching 
with,  and  at  expense  of  one  party,  in  the  absence  of  the  other. 
Moseley  «.  Simpson,  QBng.  R.  {Modk'eEd,),  729;  Z.  R,  16  Eq.,  226. 

ARREST. 

1.  Although  as  a  general  rule,  an  affidavit  made  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  an  order  of  arrest  should  contain  a  statement  of  the  evi- 
dentiary facts,  from  which  the  fact  sought  to  be  established  should 
be  inferred  [17  Abb.,  168;  4  Rob.,  657],  such  statement  is  not  in- 
dispensable, especially  where  the  fact  is  positively  averred,  and  it  is 
not  impossible  that  the  affiant  had  personal  knowledge  of  its  truth.. 
[16  Abb.,  297,  n,;  8  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  122.]  Supreme  CU  8p,  H,  1874, 
Evans  v.  Holmes,  46  How,  Pr,,  515. 

2.  Even  if  the  general  averment  is  made  on  information  and  belief,  it 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  order  of  arrest  must  be  vacated. 
The  motion  to  vacate  will  be  denied  unless  the  defendant  expressly 
denies  under  oath  the  truth  of  the  averment  in  question.  [9  Abb., 
106;  5  Rob.,  602;  8  Abb.  N.  S.,  122].  The  defendant,  upon  a  notice 
to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest,  may  elect  whether  he  will  informally  de* 
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mur  to  the  plaintiflTs  case  set  forth  in  the  original  affidavit  aa 
insufficient  in  law  to  warrant  the  arrest,  or  raise  issaes  of  fact,  and 
proceed  to  an  informal  trial  on  affidavit.  But  he  can  not  do  botb 
by  denying  a  portion  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  plaintifiPs  aflBdayit 
and  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  introducing  affidavits  strengthening 
his  case,  by  alleging  that  he  has  not  controverted  the  general  ayer- 
ment.     Ih, 

3.  Although  mere  factors  or  agents  are  liable  to  arrest  in  an  action bj 
the  principal  for  moneys  received  by  them,  yet  where  the  trans- 
actions are  under  a  special  contract  by  which  a  banker  discount? 
drafts  drawn  by  the  consignor  on  the  factor,  and  receives  the  fac- 
tor's acceptance  of  the  consignor's  drafts  upon  an  agreement  to 
apply  the  first  proceeds  of  the  consignment  to  the  payment  of  the 
draft,  the  factors,  if  they  retain  a  special  property,  are  not  to  be 
regarded  as  holding  the  proceeds  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  And  in 
j&n  action  on  the  acceptances  they  are  not  liable  to  an  arrest  €^ 
ofApp.y  1873,  German  Bank  «.  Edwards,  53  If.  7".,  641. 

4.  A  complaint  shovdng  that  defendant,  as  assignee  in  trust,  received 
a.eum  of  money  of  which  plaintiff  was  by  terms  of  the  assignmeot 
entitled  to  a  share,  and  that,  although  requested,  defendant  had 
refused  or  neglected  to  pay  him  any  part  thereof,  is  an  action  for 
money  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  within  the  rule  allowing  an 
arrest ;  and  the  fact  that  the  answer  is  such  as  to  render  it  neces- 
sary to  take  an  account  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  amonnt 
to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled,  does  not  affect  the  right  to  anrest 
[Explaining  40  N.  Y.,  124.]  Ct.  of.  App,,  1873,  Roberts  t?.  ProsBcr, 
53  iV;  n,  260  ;  reversing  4  Lans.,  369. 

5.  In  an  action  upon  an  acceptahce  by  defendants  of  a  draft  drawn 
on  them  by  third  persons  and  discounted  by  plaintiffs,  an  ordered 
arrest  can  not  be  granted  on  the  sole  ground  that  defendants  had,  a* 
plaintiff's  agents,  collected  money  for  plaintiff  which  they  failed  to 
pay  over  but  converted  to  their  own  use.  Although  the  fund  thns 
collected  may  have  been  represented  by  the  acceptance,  the  action, 
being  in  form  solely  upon  the  acceptance,  can  not,  for  the  purpose 
of  sustaining  the  arrest,  be  deemed  to  be  really  for  the  recovery  o^ 
the  moneys  collected.  CL  of  App,^  1873,  Fanners'  &  Mech.  I^*** 
Bank  t?.  Sprague,  52  N.  F.,  605. 

6.  Arrest  can  not  be  ordered  unless  defendant  is  liable  thereto  on  *" 
the  causes  of  action.    Bowen  «.  True,  53  N.  7".,  640. 

7.  Where  a  person  is  brought  by  fraud  within  the  jurisdiction  of  ^^ 
court,  creditors  who  did  not  participate  in  the  fraud  may  ^^^ 
summons  upon  him,  and  in  the  action  thus  instituted,  may  resort  to 
all  the  auxiliary  remedies  which  the  law  gives, — e,  g,,  arrtf^ 
Adrience  v,  Lagrave,  AnU,  272. 
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The  presumption  being  in  favor  of  the  jarisdiction  of  the  court,  if 
the  creditor  who  effectB  such  arrest  explicitly  denies  in  his  affidavit 
that  he  was  a  party  to  tlie  arrangement  by  w^ich  defendant  was 
wroDgfully  brought  within  the  jurisdiction,  the  defendant's  motion 
to  set  aside  the  arrest  should  be  denied.  J&. 

PlaintifTs  attorneys  unjustifiably  obtained  a  warrant  of  arrest 
against  defendant  in  Philadelphia,  upon  which,  to  avoid  scandal 
and  disgrace,  defendant  consented  to  come  to  New  York.  Im- 
mediately upon  his  arrival  he  was  arrested  in  a  civil  suit.  Heldy 
that  having  been  induced  by  subterfuge  to  come  within  the  juris- 
diction of  this  court,  the  arrest  here  was  void.  [45  How.  Pr.,  805.] 
1873,  Smith  v.  Meyers,  1  Supreme  Gt.  (T.  &  C),  665. 
.  A  person  arrested  in  a  civil  action  for  fraud  or  conversion,  will 
not  be  discharged  on  the  ground  of  infancy.  [Following  5  Hill, 
892;  1  Daly,  834;  and  overruling  5  Sandf.,  224.]  Supreme  Ct., 
Sp.  T.y  1873,  Schuneman  «.  Paradise,  46  How,  Pr.^  426. 
.  Order  will  not  be  reversed  where  defendant  does  not  explain  or 
deny  the  allegations  of  plaintiff's  affidavit,  showing  a  prima  fade 
case.  1872,  Kern  &  Rachow,  84  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Janes 
&  S.\  289. 

1.  The  agents  of  the  American  Society  for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty 
to  Animals,  duly  designated  by  the  sheriff,  may  arrest,  mithovt  war- 
rant, a  person /dW72^  It/  them  in  the  very  act  of  over-driving  a  horse 
which  appeared  at  the  time  to  be  incapable  of  doing  the  work,  and 
was  being  over-driven  in  «uch  a  manner  as  to  involve  cruelty.  Stage 
Horse  Cases,  ^;2^  51. 

.  Such  an  arrest,  without  warrant,  can  only  be  made  when  the  of- 
fense is  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  officer.     lb. 


ASSESSMENTS. 

Jurisdiction  to  proceed  with  a  local  improvement,  having  been  ac- 
quired by  publication  of  a  resolution  of  the  common  council,  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  relating  to  the  form  or  manner  of  execu- 
tion, or  incident  thereto,  are  directory ;  and  the  assessment  for  such 
improvement  is  valid,  although  it  was  never  confirmed  by  the  common 
council,  but  by  the  board  created  by  i«w«<?/^  1861,  ch.  808;  although 
no  designation  of  corporation  papers  was  ever  made  in  compliance 
with  Lau8  of  1870,  ch.  883,  §  1.,  and  no  notice  of  the  assessment 
under  Latca  of  1841,  ch,  171,  §  1,  was  ever  published.  1878, 
Petition  of  Folsom,  2  Supneme  Ct,  {T,  &  C),  55. 

It  seems  that  where  the  notice  was  published  in  several  daily  and 
weekly  newspapers,  petitioners  must  show,  to  entitle  them  to  relief, 
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that  they  did  not  see  the  notice,  and  were  prejadiced  by  want 
tl^ereof.    11, 

Estoppel  ;  Byidenob,  50  ;  New  York,  5-7 ;  Taxbs 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  A  cause  of  action  for  deceit  with  pecuniary  injury  is  assignable. 
[5  Abb.  N.  S.,  831;  19  N.  Y.,  464.]  1873,  Woodbury  «.  Delap,  1 
Supreme  Ct,  {T,  &  C),  20. 

2.  The  rule  that  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  takes  it  subject  to  equities, 
and  can  not  enforce  it  if  it  could  not  be  enforced  by  the  aasignor  at 
the  time  of  the  assigment  [3  Barb.  Ch.,  621], — applied.  Waring 
v.  Loder,  53  JV.  r.,581. 

ASSIGNMENT  FOR  BENEFIT  OF  CREDITORS. 

1.  The  Law8  qf  1860,  ch.  348,  regulating  manner  of  making  assign- 
ments for  benefit  of  creditors,  is  not  an  insolYcnt  law,  and  is  not 
interfered  with  by  the  bankrupt  law.  1873,  Thrasher  «.  Bentley,  2 
Supreme  Ct,  {T.  d  C),  309. 

2.  The  assignment  is  not  rendered  void  by  failare  of  the  assignee  to 
file  a  bond  in  exact  conformity  with  the  statute.  Until  the  bond  is 
filed  the  assignee  has  no  authority  to  sell,  dispose  of,  or  convert  to 
the  purposes  of  the  trust  any  of  the  assigned  property.  Collecting 
the  choses  in  action  is  not  a  conversion.     Ih. 

ASSOCIATION. 

1.  An  association  can  not  expel  a  member  because  he  does  not  appear 
to  answer  charges,  and  without  proof  of  the  charges.  Supreme  Ct,, 
1878,  People  ex  rel.  Corrigan  v.  Father  Mathew  Benev.  Soc^  65 
Barh.,  857. 

^  ATTACHMENT. 

1.  Proof  of  an  admission  by  a  person  in  debt  that  she  had  disposed 
of  her  property,  and  was  going  to  Canada  to  live,  Beldy  snfiScient 
evidence  of  a  disposal  of  her  property  with  intent  to  defraud  credi- 
tors, to  warrant  the  issuing  of  attachment  against  her.  if.  F. 
C<m.  PI,,  1871,  Van  Loon  t,  Lyon,  4  Daly,  149. 

2.  Proceedings  under  attachment  are  ineffectual  to  reach  a  debt,  due 
on  account  to  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  where  the  sberift 
fails  to  give  notice  of  the  levy  to  the  debtor.  Supreme  Ct.^  1872, 
Clark  V,  Warren,  7  Lane.,  180. 

8.  A  chose  in  action  is  incapable  of  seizure  by  the  sberiffl  [Code, 
II  235,  236;  11  How.,  520;  41  N.  Y.,  210:  8  Sand.  S.  C.  R.,  698.] 
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It  is,  it  ieem$,  excepted  from  sale  by  section  287  of  Code,  subdivi- 
sion 2.     lb. 

4.  Under  {  235  of  Code  of  Pro,^ — as  to  attachment  of  property, 
Ac.y  of  a  debtor  in  hands  of  third  person, — a  general  notice  that 
all  the  property,  debts,  &c.,  of  defendant  in  the  action,  in  posses- 
sion or  control  of  the  person  served  with  the  notice,  and  with  a  copy 
of  the  attachment,  is  sufficient.  O^Brien  v.  Mechanics^  &  Traders^ 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  Ante,  223. 

5.  It  is  optional  with  the  sheriff  whether  he  will  limit  his  levy,  by 
specifying  in  the  notice  particular  property.  lb,  Drake  v.  Good- 
rich, 54  Barb.y  78,  and  Clark  «.  Goodrich,  41  N.  P.,  210,  ex- 
plained,    lb, 

C  Under  {  241  of  Code  of  Pro,,  as  amended  in  1869,  when  an  under- 
taking is  given  to  obtain  the  discharge  of  an  attachment,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  sheriff,  notwithstanding  the  ex  parte  approval  of  an 
undertaking  by  the.  court,  to  retain  possession  of  the  property  until 
there  has  been  an  opportunity  for  the  justification  of  the  sureties. 
Moses  V.  Waterbury  Button  Co.,  Ante,  205. 

^.  This  is  matter  of  substantial  right,  which  plaintiff  does  not  waive 
by  a  verbal  consent  to  the  entry  of  the  order  for  discharge;  and 
such  an  order,  allowing  a  surrender  of  the  property  without  a  justi- 
fication of  the  sureties  or  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  object,  is  errone- 
ous, and  will  be  corrected  on  motion.     lb. 

C  The  sureties,  on  an  undertaking  given  to  discharge  an  attachment, 
assume  the  payment  of  the  debt  alleged,  when  established  by  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  become  debtors  of  the  plaintiff  as  soon  as  judg- 
ment is  obtained.  It  is,  then,  immaterial  whether  or  not  the 
debtor  has  been  discharged  by  subsequent  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy.    1878,  Holyoke  v.  Adams,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  Jb  (7.)»  1. 

%,  The  court  has  power  to  regulate  and  control  all  provisional 
remedies  [Code,  §§  241,  230,  174;  61  Barb.,  266.],  and  may,  there- 
fore, fix  the  amouut  of  the  undertaking  on  attachment,  and  may 
require  an  additional  undertaking.  1874,  Whitney  t.  Denuiston,  2 
Supreme  Ct,  (T,  cfe  (7.),  471. 

10.  This  court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  action,  brought  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  against  an  insolvent  national  bank  of  another  state, 
and  issue  an  attachment  against  property  of  such  bank,  situated  in 
this  state.  [50  Barb.,  339.]  Supreme  Ct,  1873,  Allen  v,  Scan- 
danavian  Nat.  Bank,  46  Haw,  Pr.,  71. 

11.  A  receiver  of  the  assets  of  a  national  bank  of  another  state,  ap- 
pointed by  the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  has  no  stattts  to  move  to 
vacate  an  attachment  issued  and  levied  in  this  state  on  property 
of  the  bank  here.   [37  N.  Y.,  525.]  Ih, 

12.  M.  brought  an  action  against  defendants,  and  levied  an  attach- 
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ment  upon  their  property.      Subsequently  A.,  a  special  partner^ 
brought  his  action  for  dissolution  of  the  copartnership,  and  made 
application  for  a  receiver,  which  was  granted.     A  decree  was  en- 
tered dissolving  the  copartnership.     Subsequently  a  petition  in 
bankruptcy  was  filed,  and  defendants  declared  bankrupt.   Applica- 
tion was  made  for  the  receiver  to  turn  over  the  assets  to  the  bank- 
rupt court.  Held,  that  this  court,  by  its  receiver  having  first  obtained 
possession,    could  not  be  iuterfered  with  by  any  other  court  [20 
How.,  583] ;  that  by  his  attachment  M.  obtained  a  valid  lien  and  a 
preference  over   the  other  creditors.      [9  Alb.  L.  J.,  77.]     1874, 
Appleton  V.  Bowles,  2  Supreme  CL  {T,  Jc  C),  568. 
Action,  4;  Bankruptcy,  4  ;  Contempt,   8;  Costs,  15;  Coubt  of 
Common  Pleas  ;  District  Court,  1,  2;   Evidence,  4; 
Justice's  Court,  12,  18;  Surrogates'  Coubtb,  9. 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  Although  an  attorney  has  a  lien  on  a  bond  and  mortgage  in  his 
hands  for  foreclosure,  not  only  for  costs  of  the  suit,  but  for  what  is 
due  him  from  the  owner  of  the  securities  for  other  professional 
business,  odc  member  of  a  firm  of  attorneys  has  not  a  lien  for  an 
individual  demand,  as  against  sucli  securities  received  by  his  firm 
CL  o/App.,  1873,  Bowling  Gregn  Savings  Bank  v.  Todd,  53  JV.  7., 
489;  afl!rming64  Barb.,  146. 

2.  Retaining  an  attorney  to  prosecute  an  action,  and  its  commence- 
ment by  him,  gives  him  no  lien  upon  the  possible  recovery,  such  as 
to  enable  them  to  prevent  a  voluntary  settlement  between  the  par- 
ties, without  payment  of  the  attorney.  Ct.  of  A^^p,,  1873,  Pulver  t. 
Harris,  52  N,  F.,  73;  afiirming  62  Barb.,  500. 

8.  If  a  judgment  for  damages  for  assault  and  battery  is  assigned  after 
recovery,  and  is  subsequently  reversed  on  appeal,  the  assignment 
becomes  inoperative ;  and  a  provision  in  the  order  of  reversal,  that 
anew  trial  be  had,  and  that  costs  should  abide  the  event  of  such 
trial,  does  not  aid  the  assignee's  claim,  even  though  he  be  an  at- 
torney who  took  the  assignment  as  security  for  his  costs,    lb. 

4.  An  agreement  between  attorney  and  client  that  such  attorney,  shall 
receive  as  his  compensation  a  share  of  the  property  recovered,  is  law- 
ful. [Code,  §  303;  23  Barb.,  420.]  But  such  agreements  are  re- 
garded  with  suspicion  by  the  courts,  and  if  the  meaning  be  not 
clear,  a  construction  most  favorable  to  the  client  will  be  put  upon 
it.  [38  N.  Y.,  335;  26  How.,  213;  39  Barb.,  513.]  1874,  Burling 
t.  King,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  Jo  (7.),  545;  8.  C,  46  Eow.  /V., 
452. 
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5.  All  presumptions  are  in  favor  of  the  client,  and  there  must  be 
clear  proof  not  only  of  the  execution  of  the  iustrument,  but  of  its 
integrity  and  entire  fairness  outside  of  the  paper  itself.  [40  Barb., 
521 ;  84  N.  Y.,  167;  38  N.  Y.,  342;  Strong's  Eq.  Juris.,  §  808-234; 
16  N.  Y.,  235  ;  57  Barb.,  543.]     Ih, 

6.  The  fact  that  one  of  a  firm  of  attorneys  was  not  admitted  to  prac- 
tice in  a  particular  court,  docs  not  preclude  the  firm  from  recover- 
ing compensation  from  their  client  for  services  in  an  action  in  such 

'court.  And  it  aeema  that  the  rule  would  be  the  same  if  none  of  the 
attorneys  had  been  admitted,  if  they  did  not  violate  any  express 
provision  of  the  statute  in  rendering  such  services.  Ct,  of  App,y 
1873,  Harland  v.  Lilienthal,  53  N.  Z.,  438. 

7.  Measure  and  evidence  of  attorney's  services.  Disborough  v.  Herd- 
man,  62  JV.  r.,  660. 

8.  An  attorney  liable  to  the  sheriff  for  his  poundage  on  an  execution. 
[5  Johns.,  252;  9  Id,,  114;  4  Paige,  510;  1  Kern.,  408.]  1873, 
Campbell  v.  Cothran,  1  Sup^-eme  Ct.  (T.  d:  C7.),  70 ;  S.  C,  less  fully, 
65  Barb.,  534. 

1).  An  attorney  endeavoring  to  enforce  payment  of  his  client's  judg- 
ment, from  a  third  person,  who  holds  a  fund  which  is  claimed  by 
the  judgment  debtor,  may  be  deemed  as  acting  adversely  to  such 
third  person  ;  and  is  not  necessarily  chargeable  with  fraud  merely 
because  he  obtains  payment  by  order  of  the  court,  while  omitting 
to  disclose  to  the  court  the  existence  of  a  rival  claim  to  the  same 
fund,  made  by  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings.  Wilmcrdings  v.  Fow- 
ler.    A7it€,  86. 

10.  A  conveyance,  intended  by  both  parties  to  hinder  and  delay  the 
creditors  of  the  grantor,  can  not,  even  as  against  the  grantor,  be 
sustained  in  favor  of  the  grantee  or  bis  assignee  with  notice,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  grantee  was  the  attorney  and  counsel  of 
the  grantor,  and  as  such  advised  and  received  the  conveyance. 
Goodenough  v,  Spencer,  Ante,  248. 

11.  Attorney  and  client,  when  parties  to  such  a  transaction  are  not 
regarded  as  in  pari  delicto;  but  the  client  will  be  relieved  if  it  can 
be  done  without  injury  to  an  innocent  purchaser.    7J. 

12.  Receipt  of  one  of  two  trustees  for  trust  money  paid  him  by  the 
trustees'  solicitors  not  a  protection  when  money  is  lost  by  insol- 
vency of  such  one.  Lee  v,  Sankey,  5  £ng,  B,  {MoaJc^s  Ed,)y  808  ; 
L,  B,,  15  Eq,  Ca.,  204. 

13.  Whether  solicitor  can  be  ordered  to  disclose  address  of  client  (not 
a  ward  of  court.)  Heath  v,  Crealock,  5  Eng,  B,  {Moalc'a  Ed.), 
836;/..  B.  15;  Eq.  Ca.,  257. 

Contempt,  3 ;     Evidence,    52 ;    Former   Adjudication  ;    Wit- 
ness, 10,  11. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL.    . 

1.  The  attorney-general,  having  power  under  Late»  of  1S6S,  ch,  86< 
p.  2074,  to  bring  and  maintain  such  actions  as  be  may  deem  a 
able,  for  certain  purposes,  has  implied  power,  after  a  decision  adye 
in  such  an  action,  to  waive  tbe  right  to  appeal.     Ct,  of  App.^  1873, 
People  V.  Stephens,  62  iV.  7".,  306. 

BAIL. 

1.  Practice  as  to  exonerating  bail.  Star  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gk)det,  84 
N.  T^  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  8,\  859. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  The  creditor  of  a  corporation  is  not  precluded  from  maintaining  a 
suit  against  it  by  having  proved  his  claim  in  bankruptcy.  Ct,  of 
App.y  1873,  Ansonia  Brass,  &c.  Co.  v.  New  Lamp  Chimney  Co.,  53 
N,  r.,  123;  affirming  64  Barb,,  435. 

2.  Upon  a  continuing  and  terminable  contract, — e.  ^.,  for  compensa- 
tion for  storage,  in  the  nature  of  rent, — a  bankrupt's  discharge 

j  exonerates  the  debtor  from  so  much  of  the  compensation  as  had 
accrued  at  the  time  of  filing  the  petition,  but  not  from  that  which 
accrues  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  petition.  Such  a  claim  for 
compeusation  thereafter  to  accrue  was  not,  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  petition,  a  liability  of  any  sort,  present  or  contingent.  [4  Den., 
573.]     Ct,  of  A-pp.,  1873,  Robinson  «.  Pesant,  53  N.  T.,  419. 

8.  B.  &  N.,  railroad  contractors,  having  a  claim  against  a  railroad 
company,  which  the  compary  refused  to  pay,  filed  a  mechanic's  lien, 
under  ch.  529,  Law%  of  1870,  and  proceeded  to  foreclose  tbe 
same,  and  also  filed  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  against  the  company. 
Subsequently  another  contractor,  who  was  not  a  party  to  either  of 
the  above  actions,  having  a  claim  against  the  company,  com- 
menced this  suit  for  an  equitable  adjustment  of  the  claims  of  tbe 
contractors,  and  that  B.  &  N.  be  restrained  from  proceeding  in  either 
of  the  suits.  Held^  that  tbe  claim  of  B.  <&  N.  could  be  contested  in 
the  proceeding  to  enforce  the  lien  [L.  1854,  p.  1086,  ch.  402,  {  18, 
14;  L.  1858,  p.  324;  L.  1870,  p.  1283];  therefore  an  injunction 
would  not  issue  to  restrain  the  suit  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  lien. 
That  this  court,  acting  upon  the  parties,  could  restrain  tbe 
^  bankruptcy  proceedings  [3  Edw.  Ch.  203,  205;  8  How.  (U.  S.),  292; 
17  How.  Pr.,  464;  6  Abb.  Pr.,  239],  and  should  do  so  in  this  case, 
when  lasting  injury  would  otherwise  result  to  a  third  person.  1873| 
Pusoy  r.  Bradley,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  cfe  C),  661.  ^ 

4,  A  creditor  having  a  lien  by  attachment  upon  his  debtor's  goods, 
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which  has  been  dissolved  by  giving  the  undertaking  prescribed  by 
law,  acqaircs  a  vested  right  which  is  not  invalidated  nnder  the 
fourteenth  section  of  the  bankrupt  act,  by  proceedings  against  his 
debtor  in  bankruptcy  commenced  more  than  four  months  after  the 
attachment  was  levied.     1873,  Holyoke  «.  Adams,  2  Supreme  Ct, 

{T.     <fe    C.)y    1. 

5.  Such  right,  however,  is  subject  to  the  right  of  tht  debtor  to  sub- 
stitute the  undertaking  prescribed  by  law.     lb, 

6.  Whether,  under  the  bankrupt  law,  a  judgment  necessarily  merges 
the  original  cause  of  action, — Query  f  Shuman  v,  Strauss,  34  JV.  T, 
Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  d  S.\  6;  compare  52  N.  T.,  404. 

CoMFLAnrr  2*  Costs,  13-15;  Dischabob;  Jubisdigtion,  4. 

BOUNDARIES. 

1..  An  action  lies  in  equity  in  case  of  a  confusion  of  boundaries  of 
land,  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  boundaries,  and  prevent  a  multiplicity 
of  suits,  when,  by  the  deeds,  or  by  the  owners  or  occupants  of  the 

«  lands,  the  boundaries  can  not  be  ascertained  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty by  one  party  alone,  or  except  by  the  judgment  or  opinions 
of  men  after  an  examination  of  the  deeds  and  the  premises  with  a 
surveyor,  aided  perhaps  by  the,  examination  of  witnesses.  And  it 
is  not  essential  that  the  confusion  should  have  happened  through 
the  fault  of  the  defendant.  So  held  in  a  case  of  peculiar  equity 
and  necessity  [reviewing  authorities].  Supreme  Ct,^  Sp,  T,y  1872, 
Boyd  V.  Dorvie,  65  Barb.,  237. 

BUILDING   LAWS. 

1.  Under  the  New  York  building  laws,  which  provide  that  judgments 
for  penalties,  &c.,  shall  be  a  lien  upon  the  premises  named  in  the 
complaint,  to  date  from  the  filing  of  a  lis  pendens^  which  lien  may 
be  enforced  against  the  said  property  in  every  respect,  notwithstand- 
ing the  same  may  be  transferred  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  said 
notice  [Laws  of  1871,  p.  1834,  ch.  625,  }  33],  the  judgment  is  like 
other  judgments,  subject  to  all  prior  liens,  or  at  least  to  such  as  attach 
before  the  filing  of  a  notice.  And  the  transfer  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  a  notice,  contemplated  by  the  statute,  does  not  include  a 
judicial  sale  for  the  satisfaction  of  a  lien  prior  to  the  judgment. 
Where  the  lien  is  filed  after  the  commencement  of  the  foreclosure 
of  a  prior  mortgage  and  the  filing  of  a  notice  therein,  the  remedy 
upon  a  judgment  in  the  proceeding  under  the  statute,  is  limited 
to  the  surplus  money  arising  upon  the  sale  in  foreclosure.  CU  of 
App,,  1873,  Mitchell  u.  Smith,  53  N.  F.,  413. 
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CANALS. 

1.  The  provision  of  Law8  of  1859,  ch.  252,  {  4,  tliat  whenever  the 
canal  board  shall,  on  appeal,  reverse  or  modify  an  award,  they  shaU 
state  the  grounds  of  such  reversal  or  modification,  &c.,  is  not  merely 
directory,  but  peremptory ;  and  a  compliance  with  it  is  essentia^* 
Supreme   CUy  1872,   People  ex  reL   Seymour  v.   Canal  Board,    ^ 
Lan8.j  220. 

CASE. 

1.  On  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  judge  without  a  jur^^ 
or  by  a  referee,  a  case  containing  an  introductory  statement  of  th^^ 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  judgment  recordC^ 
containing  the  referee's  report,  and  the  exceptions  filed  thereto,  is 
sufficient,  if  the  appellant  merely  desires  to  review  the  conclusions 
of  law  from  the  facts  found  by  the  referee.    [47  N.  Y.,  670.]  1873, 
Davie  v.  Van  Wie,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  S  C,\  530. 

2.  Where  an  appeal  is  based  on  the  ground  of  an  improper  rejection 
of  competent  testimony,  the  case  must  show  clearly  that  there  was 
an  exception  taken  to  such  rejection,  or  that  the  appellant  whs 
injured  thereby.    K  F.  Com,  PL,  1872,  Carey  v.  Carey,  4  J3a7y,  270. 

8.  One  who  proposes  an  unreasonable  number  of  findings  will  not  be 
heard  to  objectj  that  the  court  did  not  discern  the  materiality  of 
some  of  them.     Quincey  v.  Young,  53  JV.  F.,  504. 

CASES   OF  ACTION. 

1.  The  rule  in  this  State,  that  a  vendor  who  contracted  in  good  faith, 
and  has  not  refused  to  perform,  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  failure 
of  power  to  convey  title, — applied,  against  a  purchaser  who  sought 
to  recover  for  improvements  made  by  him.  Supreme  Ct.,  Sp,  T,, 
1873,  McMulkin  v.  Bates,  46  How.  Pr.,  405. 

2.  An  action  for  the  entire  damages,  including  the  prospective 
damages,  can  be  sustained  against  the  executor  of  a  person  who 
contracted  to  support  plaintiflf  for  life.  [8  Barb.,  412;  85  Id., 
873.]     Supreme  CL,  1878,  Schell  «.  Plumb,  46  Bow,  Pr,,  11. 

8.  The  Northampton  tables  are  evidence,  and  are  admissible  to  enable 
the  jury  to  estimate  the  amount  of  damages  in  such  a  case.      lb. 

4.  An  action  for  the  conversion  of  a  deposit  of  money,  may  be  brought 
as  for  money  had  and  received,  without  waiting  for  the  formality 
of  a  sale,  or  an  actual  application  of  the  money  to  defendant's 
own  use.     Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Tryon  v.  Baker,  7  Lam.,  511. 

5.  For  the  purpose  of  satisfying  a  pledgee's  claim,  and  sustaining  ao 
action  for  conversion  of  the  pledge,  a  payment  of  the  claim,  on  ao- 
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count  of  the  debtor,  although  without  his  knowledge,  is  equiva- 
lent to  payment  by  himself.    Roberts  v,  Bcrdell,  Ante,  177. 

6.  When  the  pledgor,  after  learning  of  such  a  payment,  applied  re- 
peatedly for  redelivery  of  the  pledge,  and  was  put  off  by  the  pledgee, 
and  finally  disavowed  the  alleged  payment,  and  made  a  formal  de- 
mand of  the  pledge,  coupled  with  an  offer  to  pay  what  was  due, 
but  without  a  tender,  and  the  pledgee  then  for  the  first  time 
absolutely  refused  to  deliver  the  pledge ; — Held,  that  an  action  for 
conversion  could  be  sustained  on  proof  that  the  payment  was 
actually  previously  made.    lb. 

7.  Equity  will  relieve  against  forfeiture  when  ample  compensation  can 
be  made  in  damages;  and  the  measure  of  compensation  is  the 
amount  secured  to  be  paid  with  interest.  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.y  8p, 
T„  1878,  Giles  v.  Austin,  46  How.  Pr.^  269. 

8.  Clauses  of  re-entry  in  leases  are  securities  for  payment  of  money ; 
and  precise  compensation  can  be  made  in  such  cases,  and  they  are 
relievable  in  equity.     [0  Duer,  262.]    II. 

9.  A  supplemental  answer  in  an  ejectment  suit,  setting  up  payment 
since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  is  not  a  matter  of  absolute 
right,  but  one  of  discretion  [16  Abb.,  2G0],  and  the  defendanf, 
instead  of  applying  for  leave  to  put  it  in,  has  his  remedy  by  an 
action  in  equity.     [6  Duer,  275;  44  Barb.,  188.]    Ih. 

10.  A  false  and  fraudulent  affirmation,  made  by  a  seller  to  two  or 
more  joint  purchasers,  is  a  joint  and  several  tort  to  each,  and  if  a 
defendant,  liable  to  several,  therefore  settles  with  one,  the  action  is 
thereby  severed,  and  the  other  injured  parties  may  maintain  their 
actions  for  damages.  [6  Mass.,  460.]  1873,  Woodbury  v.  Delap, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  &  C),  20. 

'11.  Several  persons  engaged  in  the  same  business,  each  deposited 
money  or  securities  to  the  amount  of  $1,000  in  the  hands  of  a  per- 
son designated  by  them,  on  an  agreement  of  the  latter  to  deposit 
the  whole  fund  in  a  trust  company.  Held^  that,  on  his  breach  ol 
his  duty  to  deposit,  a  single  depositor,  after  giving  notice  terminat- 
ing the  agreement,  could  maintain  *  a  separate  action  to  recover  his 
own  deposit  from  the  custodian.  1872,  McCullough's  Lead  Co.  v. 
Strong,  36  JH.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jone$  &  S.\  21. 

12.  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  a  wanton  and 
unprovoked  injury  to  a  passenger  committed  by  a  fellow  passenger, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  the  servants  of  the  company  knew  that  the 
wrong-doer  was  an  unsafe  or  dangerous  man,  and  that  there  was 
reason  to  apprehend  his  injuring  other  passengers.  Putnam  v. 
Broadway,  &c.  R  R.  Co.,  Ante,  888. 

18.  Mere  intoxication  is  not  suflScient  to  make  it  the  duty  of  a  con- 
ductor to  expel  a  passenger  from  a  public  conveyance.    Ih. 
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14.  The  fact  that  the  blow  causing  the  injary  was  strack  with  a  car 
hook  belonging  to  the  car  is  not  sufficient  to  render  the  company 
liable,  without  proof  of  negligence  or  wrong  on  the  part  of  the 
servants  and  agents  of  the  company.  .  J5. 

15.  After  action  brought  by  plaintiff  to  enjoin  defendants  from  tak- 
ing his  land,  proceedings  were  taken  to  acquire  the  lands,  and 
damages  were  assessed  and  paid  by  defendant.  Held^  thatplaintifiTs 
action  for  damages  already  accrued  was  not  thereby  barred.  187S, 
Calkins  v.  Bloomfield  &  Hochester  Natural  Gas  Light  Co.,  1 
Supreme   Ct,  {T.  S  C),  541. 

16.  The  fact  that  a  person,  injured  by  a  dangerous  machine  negli- 
gently left  unguarded,  was  technically  a  trespasser,  when  injured, 
does  not  necessarily  preclude  the  recovery  of  damages.     MuUane^ 
9.  Spence,  AnU,  819. 

17.  An  action  lies  by  a  tenant  of  a  part  of  a  building,  against  h\0 
landlord,  who  occupies  other  parts,  to  recover  damages  for  negli^ 
gence  in  allowing  injurious  substances  to  lead  through  from  defend* 
ant's  rooms  into  plaintiffs  rooms;  and  the  principle  that,  as  be- 
tween landlord  and  tenant,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  keep  in 
repair,  without  express  contract,  does  not  avail  as  a  defense,  if 
negligence  be  shown.  Stapenhorst  v.  American  Manufacturing  Ca, 
Ante,  355. 

18.  In  such  an  action,  loss  of  custom  by  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of 
of  the  latent  injuries  sustained  by  goods  manufactured  by  him  on 
the  premises,  is  not  admissible,  unless  alleged  in  the  complaint ta 
special  damages.  Even  gross  or  reckless  negligence  does  not  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  have  the  jury  consider  the  injury  done  to  the  bosi'- 
ness,  or  the  good  will  thereof,  in  estimating  the  damages.     lb, 

19.  Against  ferryman  for  negligence.  Wyckoff  v.  Queens  Co.  Ferry 
Co.,  53  JV:  r.,  82. 

20.  An  action  for  damages  for  injuries  to  lands  may  be  maintained 
by  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  aft^r  he  has  been  restored  to  posses- 
sion. [36  Barb.,  613;  18  Id.,  496;  19  Id.,  560.]  1878,  Pierce  c. 
Tuttle,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  db  C),  139. 

21.  An  action  for  the  recovery  of  specific  chattels  will  lie  for  things 
which  were  part  of  the  realty,  but  which  have  been  severed  there- 
from by  a  wrong  doer,  and  converted  to  his  use;  but  if  plaintiff's 
only  clai||i  to  the  property  severed  rests  upon  his  interest  in  the 
land  from  which  it  was  taken,  he  must  show  that  he  was  in  actual 
or  constructive  possession  of  the  land  when  severance  occurred. 
And  such  a  constructive  possession  can  not  arise  upon  a  void  con- 
veyance.    Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Johnson  v.  Elwood,  58  H,  K,  481, 

22.  When  there  is  no  complete  remedy  at  law,  an  action  in  equity 
may  be  brought  to  recover  possession  of  a  deed,  the  evidence  of 
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title  to  lands.  Supreme  Cty  8p,  T,y  1878,  Browne  t,  Corkran,  46 
Sow.  Pr,,  427. 

3tf.  L.,  the  shipper  of  grain,  took  for  it  a  bill  of  lading  expressing 
that  the  consignment  was  for  account  of  L.,  care  of  N.,  at  Buffalo, 
and  drew  a  sight  draft  upon  K.  for  a  large  sum,  and  on  the  draft 
and  bill  of  lading  he  borrowed  the  money  to  pay  for  the  grain. 
N.,  on  presentation  of  the  draft  and  bill,  obtained  a  loan  from  the 
plaintiffs  by  pledging  the  bill  of  lading,  indorsing  it  persorially 
and  as  agent,  and  with  the  money  thus  borrowed  he  paid  the  draft. 
At  the  same  time  he  sfgned,  as  agent,  a  receipt  expressing  that  the 
money  was  an  advance  on  the  com,  and  that  the  bill  of  lading  was 
held  by  plaintiffs  as  collateral.  On  the  subsequent  arrival  of  the  yes- 
sel,  the  master,  by  N.'s  direction,  delivered  the  grain  to  the  defend- 
ants as  warehousemen,  who  thereupon  issued  a  ticket  acknowledging 
its  receipt  from  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  the  master  indorsed 
this  receipt  to  the  order  of  N.  The  defendants  subsequently  de- 
livered all  the  com  pursuant  to  various  orders  drawn  upon  them 
by  K.  in  favor  of  third  persons.  Heldy  that  defendants,  not  having 
had  notice  of  the  advances  made  by  plaintiffi»,  were  not  liable  to 
plaintiffs  for  so  delivering  the  grain.    Hazard  v,  Abel,  Ante,  418. 

84.  Warehousemen  who  receive  from  a  carrier  a  cargo  of  grain,  issu- 
ing their  receipt  therefor  to  the  carrier,'  which  the  carrier  indorses 
to  the  person  named  as  consignee's  agent  in  the  bill  of  lading,  are 
not  liable  in  trover,  to  the  consignee,  or  his  pledgee  of  the  bill  of 
kding,  for  delivering  the  grain  upon  the  order  of  such  agent, 
without  notice  of  the  pledge*    lb, 

25.  Plain tiflls  agreed  to  sell  A.  &  Co.  a  cargo  of  com.  A.  took  a 
sample,  and  plaintiffs  took  the  boat  and  cargo  as  directed  by  A.  & 
Co.  to  the  warehouse  of  B.  &  M.,  warehousemen,  to  have  the  com 
discharged.  The  warehouse  receipt  was  made  out  in  the  name  of 
A.  &  Co.,  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  warehousemen,  and  they  im- 
mediately pledged  the  receipt  with  C.  &  Co.,  as  security  for  a  loan 
made  on  the  faith  of  it.  A  &  Co.  were  at  the  time  insolvent,  and  failed 
to  pay  the  price  of  the  com.  Heldy  that  the  sellers  not  having  in- 
formed the  warehousemen  of  their  claim,  the  warehousemen  were 
not  bound  to  protect  it;  and  that  the  buyer's  possession  of  the 
receipt  was  equivalent  to  possession  of  the  com,  and  C.  &  Co.  hav- 
ing made  advances  on  the  receipt,  in  good  faith,  should  be  protected. 
Hoyt  0.  Baker,  Ante,  405. 

26.  Remedies  between  stockholder  and  his  customer.  6  Eng,  JR, 
{Moak'B  Ed,),  808,  n. 

Bakxruptcy,  2;  Boundaries;  Demand;  Fraud,  2;    Limitationb; 
Maijcioub  Prosecution,  1 ;  Nuisance,  1 ;  Parties,  86, 

41,  44,  45 ;  Usury,  8. 


480  ABBOTT'S    PRACTICE   DIGEST. 


CKRTIORABr. 


CERTIORARI. 

1.  A  certiorari  is  cot  of  right,  but  is  a  beneficent  and  impoitant 
remedy;  and  althoagh  a  person  having  no  interest  in  the  subject 
of  litigatioD,  or  in  the  effect  of  the  proceedings,  can  not  claim  tbe 
writ,  yet  it  is  not  essential  that  he  be  a  party  to  the  proceedings!^ 
order  to  entitle  him  to  review  them.     Thus,  where  land  is  sold  io^ 
non-payment  of  a  tax,  and  the  purchaser  takes  summary  proceeding 
to  dispossess  a  third  person  in  possession,  the  original  owner  ma^^ 
apply  for  a  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings,  under  the  gcner^^ 
provision  of  2  H,  8.,  616,  §  47,  which  allows  the  writ  to  issue,  vntiM^ — ' 
out  defining  the  persons  who  may  apply.   Ct,  o/App.y  1873,  Peopl^^ 
exrel.  Sheridan  v.  Andrews,  52  N.   F.,  445. 

2.  Where  the  resolution  or  order  of  a  board  of  ofiScers  is  not  in  com^ 
pliance  with  the  peremptory  provisions  of  the  statute,  certiorari  is 
the  prbper  remedy  to  set  it  aside,  even  where  the  determination  of 
the  board  is  made,  by  statute,  final  and  conclusive.     Supreme  Ci,^ 
1872,  People  ex  rel,  Seymour  tj.  Canal  Board,  7  Lans,,  220. 

8.  The  fact  that  since  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  the  board,  recognizing 
the  invalidity  of  the  decision,  has  rescinded  the  resolution  by  which 
it  was  made,  can  have  no  effect  upon  the  relator's  right  to  a  judicial 
construction  of  the  act  complained  of.     I  h. 

4.  Where  the  decision  of  the  board  is,  by  statute,  made  final  and 
conclusive,  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  supervising  power,  is 
confined  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  board  had  jurisdiction  to  p«r- 
form  the  act  complained  of,  and  whether  it  has  kept  within  the 
power  given  to  it  by  law.  It  can  not  look  into  the  merita  to  sus- 
tain the  decision,  or  render  judgment  on  the  award.     Ih, 

5.  A  petitioner  for  bonding  a  town  for  railroad  purposes,  may  bring 
a  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  county  judge  on  the 
petition,  which  have  been  illegally  conducted.  Or  it  may  be  brought 
by  the  foir/?.*  Supreme  Ct,,  1873,  People  exrel.  Youmans  9.  Wag- 
ner, 7  Lans.,  467;  S.  C,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  &  O.),  221. 

6.  Certiorari  brought  in  the  name  of  a  supervisor,  may,  if  the  super- 
visor has  no  authority,  be  regarded  as  his  individual  proceeding. 
And  so  it  may  be  regarded  as  the  proceeding  of  the  town  if  the 
individual  is  not  entitled  to  institute  it.     Ih, 

7.  When  several  officers  or  bodies  are  required  to  perform  separate 
acts,  which  together  make  up  one  official  transaction, —  e,  g,^  where 

*  The  case  of  People  ex  rel.  Akin  v,  Morgan,  holding  that  the  town 
is  not  a  proper  party  to  institute  proceedings  by  certiorari,  65  Baih^ 
473;  S.  C,  1  Supreme  Ct  {T.  &  C,\  101,  is  said  to  have  been  w- 
yersed  in  the  Ct,  of  App.^  2  /(£.,  iv. 
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assessors,  railroad  bonding  commissioners,  and  the  county  clerk, 
are  respectiyely  required  to  act  in  the  issue  of  municipal  bonds  in 
aid  of  a  railroad,  — the  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings 
may  be  addressed  to  all  of  them  instead  of  issuing  a  separate  writ  to 
each  body ;  and  each  officer  or  body  can  return  as  to  the  part  per- 
formed by  himself  or  itself.  Otherwise,  where  the  acts  of  different 
officers  do  not  form  parts  of  one  entire  official  act.  [Overruling 
State  «.  Trustees  of  Rochester,  6  Wend.,  546 ;  Matter  of  Wood- 
bine-street, 17  Abb.  Pr.,  112.]  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  People  ex  rel. 
Davis  «.  Hill,  65  Barb.,  170. 

8.  A  certiorari  to  commissioners  of  taxes,  &c.,  to  review  their  mode 
of  assessing,  ^ill  not  be  quashed,  because  after  service  of  the  writ 
the  commissioners  have  delivered  the  assessment  rolls  to  the  super- 
visors. Supreme  GUy  1873,  People  ex  rel,  Broadway,  &c.  R.  R.  Co., 
46  How.  Pr.,  227. 

9.'  Certiorari  is  not  adequate  remedy  where  the  assessors  tax  property 
which  is  of  a  nature  that  is  expressly  exempted  by  the  statute. 
National  Bank  of  Chemung  t>.  City  of  Elmira,  53  N,  F.,  49 ;  revers- 
ing 6  Lans.y  116. 

to.  It  is  not  essential  that  parties  opposing  proceedings  before  a 
county  judge  should  be  named  in  his  return  to  a  writ  of  certiorari^ 
nor  does  the  omission  to  name  them  deprive  them  of  rights  acquired 
by  their  appearance.  Supreme  CL,  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Youmans  v. 
Wagner,  7  Lans.y  467;  8.  C,  1  Supreme  Gt.  (T.  &  G.\  221. 

11.  Certiorari  may  issue  to  an  officer  whose  term  has  expired.  [6  How, 
Pr.,  175.]  Supreme  Gt.,  1873,  People  ex  rd.  Davis  ©.  Hill,  65 
Barb.,  170. 

12.  The  court  have  a  discretion  to  grant  or  withold  the  common -law 
certiorari  [2  Hill,  28],  and  the  court  of  appeals  will  not  review  a 
dismissal  of  the  writ,  ordered  by  the  court  below,  solely  for  delay 
in  applying,  although  the  relator  may  be  without  other  remedy. 
Ct.  of  App.,  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Davis  u.  Hill,  53  N.  F.,  547;  affirm- 
ing 1  Supreme  Gt.  (T.  <fc  C),  154;  8.  C,  65  Barb.,  435. 

13.  That  there  is  no  fixed  limit  as  to  the  delay  for  which  a  writ  should 
be  dismissed.    lb. 

Abatement  and  Revival,  9 ;  Appeal,  49,  50. 

CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

1.  If  sureties,  in  proceedings  of  claim  and  delivery,  prove  to  be  in- 
sufficient, the  sheriflfis  liable  under  section  210  of  the  Code,  as  they 
are.     Supreme  Gt.,  1872,  Hofheimer  v,  Campbell,  7  Lans.,  157. 

3.  The  failure  of  sureties  to  justify  furnishes  satisfactory  evidence  of 
their  insufficiency,  notwithstanding  their  affidavit  to  the  contrary 
attached  to  the  undertaking.    lb, 

N.   8. — XY.— 31 
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8.  An  agreement  to  discharge  the  sheriff  from  liability  for  non-jostifici- 
tion  of  the  sureties,  upon  his  delivery  to  defendant  of  the  property 
replevied,  is  illegal  and  void.    lb. 

COMMITMENT. 

1.  After  a  commitment  has  been  adjudged  void,  on  hoibeai  eorpui,  the 
papers  on  which  it  was  granted  are  functtu  officio;  and  a  new  mo- 
tion should  be  made  if  a  new  commitment  is  sought.  People  (ei 
rel,  Walters)  v.  Conner,  Ante^  430. 

2.  The  distinction  between  an  informal  and  an  illegal  commitment,- «- 
explained.     Shanks'  Case,  Ante,  38. 

Contempt,  1;  Habeas  Cobfus;  Imfribohmsnt. 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  In  the  complaint  in  an  action  against  the  administrator  of  a  de- 
ceased agent,  to  compel  an  accounting,  Ac,  the  plaintiff  may  ask 
judgment  against  the  administrator  individually,  for  the  payment  of 
moneys,  and  the  delivery  of  books  and  specific  property,  belonging 
to  plaintiff,  which  came  to  the  deceased  as  such  agent,  and  which 
the  defendant  has  possession  of  and  refuses  to  deliver.  Day  v.  Stone, 
AnU,  137. 

2.  This  is  not  joining  two  causes  of  action.     Ih. 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  the  courts  of  a 
State  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  ^*  An 
act  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  bankniptcy  throughout  the 
United  States,  passed  March  2, 1867;"  and  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  that  the  insolvents  were  adjudged  bankrupts  ^*  pursuant 
to  said  act,"  and  '*  the  plaintiff  in  like  manner  appointed  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  of  said  bankrupts,"  set  out  the  appointment  of  the 
assignee  with  sufficient  particularity.     Wheelock  v.  Lee,  Ante,  24. 

4.  A  general  complaint  in  an  action  upon  the  contract  of  a  married 
woman,  is  proper,  without  alleging  the  facts  showing  the  contract  was 
one  by  which  she  was  bound.  If  the  contract  is  not  such  an  one 
the  objection  should  be  taken  by  answer.  Ct,  of  Aj^,^  1878, 
Frecking  c.  Holland,  53  N.  r.,422;  reversing  88  N.  F.  Svperwr  Cky 
(1  Jones  &  8.\  499. 

5.  Where  it  appeared  by  the  complaint  and  exhibit  annexed,  that  de- 
fendant contracted,  while  a  married  woman,  query  whether  it  waft 
not  necessary  to  allege  that  she  had  a  separate  estate,  in  order  to 
charge  her  on  her  own  guaranty  in  an  assignment  executed  by  her. 
1872,  Schlesinger  «.  Hexter,  84  N,  Y.  Superior  Ct.  {%  Jone$  S 
A),  499. 

6.  Under  a  revocable  contract  for  the  insertion,  by  an  advertiaiBg 
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agent,  of  advertisements  in  certain  foreign  newspapers,  Edd^  th^t  on 
complaint  for  the  contract  price,  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  for 
insertion  after  notice  to  discontinue  was  given  to  defendant;  and 
that  the  cost  of  subsequent  advertisements,  until  sufficient  time 
elapsed  for  stopping  the  advertising,  must  be  alleged  as  special 
damage  in  order  to  be  recoverable.  1878,  Stephens  «.  Howe,  84 
jY.  r.  Superior  Ct,  (2  JoneB  d:  S.)y  183. 

7.  In  an  action  in  which  the  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  pur- 
chased and  sold  property  for  plaintiff,  and  received  moneys  for 
which  they  neglected  to  account,  a  recovery  for  breach  of  instruc- 
tions to  buy  or  sell  can  not  be  sustained.  1878,  Delevan  v.  Simon- 
son,  35  N.  r,  Superior  Ct.  (8  Jonea  <fc  S.),  243. 

8.  A  complaint  in  an  action  lor  a  divorce,  alleging  that  plaintiff 
was,  at  the  time  of  its  presentment,  an  inhabitant  of  this  State,  and 
had  been  so  from  the  10th  day  of  September,  1872,  and  charged  the 
defendant  with  acts  of  adultery,  committed  by  defendant  with  a  cer- 
tain person  in  .  the  complaint  named,  at  a  certain  house  in  Berlin, 
between  the  first  day  of  January,  1870,  aiid  1878,  is  sufficient  under 
the  sUtute.  [Laws  of  1862,  ch.  246,  §  1.]  1874,  Von  Rhade  v.  Von 
Rbade,  2  Supreme  Ct.,  {T,  &  (7.),  491. 

9.  To  recover  mesne  profits  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  there  must  be  a 
separate  count  therefor  in  the  complaint.  But  the  objection  must 
be  taken  on  the  trial,  otherwise  it  will  be  deemed  to  be  waived. 
1878,  Seaton  i>.  Davis,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  d;  C),  91. 

10.  The  complaint  in  an  action  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  contract  for 
fraud,  need  not  .allege  that  the  plaintiff  had  tendered  back  the  con- 
sideration. An  offer  to  repay  it  is  enough.  In  such  a  case  the  court 
can  compel  the  parties  to  do  equity  between  each  other.  It  is  only 
in  actions  of  a  legal  nature  that  an  averment  of  tender  is  neces- 
sary, y,  T.  Superior  Ct,,  Sp.  T,,  1878,  Dusenbury  v,  Lehmnier,  46 
Bow.Pr.,  417. 

11.  A  complaint  alleging  that  A.  being  indebted  to  them  purchased 
property,  and  took  a  conveyance  in  the  name  of  his  wife ;  that  he 
made  valuable  improvements  thereon  at  his  own  expense ;  that  he 
conveyed  certain  other  real  estate  to  his  wife  through  a  third  party;, 
that  such  conveyances  were  made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors;; 
that  he  died  insolvent ;  that  defendant,  his  widow,  was  appointed, 
administratrix,  and  had  no  personal  assets  to  pay  debts;  and  that 
deceased  left  no  other  real  property,  is  sufficient.     1874,  Spicer  v,. 
Ayres,  2  Supreme  Ct,  626. 

18,  As  to  a  portion  oi  the  property,  a  trust  was  created  in  favor  of 
A.'s  creditors  [1  R.  S.,  747,  §$  51,  52],  and  an  action  in  eqjoity 
to  enforce  the  trust  could  be  maintained  [15  N.  Y.,  475;  10  Paig^ 
562;  82N.  Y.,  58.]    Ih. 
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18.  Defendant  being  the  holder  of  the  fraudulent  conveyance,  tnd 
administratrix,  a  creditor  at  large  could  maintain  the  action.     [1 
Ru88.  &  Myl.,  281;  11  Ves.,  29;  1  Johns.  Ch.,  30(J;  6  N.  Y.,  235  ; 
32  Id.,  53;  2  Edw.  Ch.,  199;  U  How.  U.  8.,  29;  16  Barb.,  641.]  /^. 

14.  Complaint  to  recover  back  moneys  obtained  by  fraud  from  th^ 
county, — Ileldy  sufficient.  Supervisors  of  Richmond  v.  Trean,  1  8v^ 
preme  Ct,  {T.  &  C),  431. 

15.  A  complaint  upon  a  municipal  ordinance  against  depositing  re- 
fuse in  a  harbor  or  channel  need  not  allege  thai  the  common  council 
adjudged  the  place  a  harbor,  &c.,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
under  which  they  acted.    SupretM  Ct.^  1873,  City  of  Ogdensburj^ 
«.  Lyon,  7  Lan$.^  215. 

16.  In  an  action  in  which  the  complaint  demands  a  partition,  and  the 
ascertainment  of  division  or  boundary  lines,  with  a  prayer  for 
general  relief,  if  the  defendant  answers,  the  court  may  grant  a  com- 
mission to  ascertain  the  boundaries,  although  a  case  for  partition  be 
not  made  out.  Supreme  Ct.y  8p.  T.,  1872,  Boyd  e.  Dorvie,  65 
Barb,,  237. 

17.  When  a  lessor  of  chattels,  haying  reserved  a  right  to  retake  pos- 
session whenever  he  deems  himself  unsafe,  sues  an  officer  for  seising 
them  on  process  against  the  lessee,  it  is  essential  that  his  complaint 
'Allege  directly  that  he  deemed  himself  unsafe.  It  is  not  enough  to 
aver  that  he  made  a  demand  expressed  to  be  on  that  ground.  1873, 
Hathaway  t?.  Quimby,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  Jb  C),  386. 

18.  In  an  action  to  recover  chattels,  an  averment  that  defendant  de- 
tained, &c.,  the  following  goods  ^*  of  the  plaintifTs,^'  is  a  sufficient 
allegation  of  ownership.  [3  Burrill  Pr.,  296 ;  7  Hill,  126 ;  and  distin- 
guishing 49  N.  Y.,  259;  S.  C,  12  Abb.,  N.  8.,  320.]  1873,  Sim- 
mons «.  Lyons,  35  N,  F,  Superior  Ct.  (3  Janes  &  8.),  554. 

19.  In  an  action  for  the  possession  of  chattels,  where  wrongful  taking 
is  alleged,  an  allegation  of  demand  and  refusal  is  not  necessary  [42 
N.  Y.,  251] ;  and  if  it  were,  an  allegation  that  the  goods  were 
forcibly  taken  from  the  plaintiff,  is  enough.  1878,  Simmons  «. 
Lyons,  35  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  &  A),  554. 

20.  In  stating  a  cause  of  action  against  a  dentist  for  onskillfiilness 
in  operating  on  the  teeth  of  plaintiff ^s  minor  child,  by  which  her 
teeth  were  injured,  discolored,  and  damaged,  it  seems,  that  special 
damages  are  not  essential  to  be  alleged,  but  they  must  be  alleged  in 
order  to  be  recovered.  1873,  Pitch  «.  Fitch,  35  N.  T,  Superior  Ct. 
(S  Jones  (b  S.),  302. 

21.  The  complaint  in  an  action  for  waste,  need  not,  as  in  trespass  for 
treble  damages,  refer  to  the  statute.  [12  Wend.,  TO.]  1878,  Robiii- 
son  V.  Kinne,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  A  (7.),  60. 

Answeb,  5;  Costs,  9;  Pasties,  17. 
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COMPROMISE. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  cause  of  action  which  is  not  asagn- 
able,  may  discharge  the  cause  of  action  without  regard  to  his  at- 
torney's claim  for  costs,  unless  there  is  an  existing  judgment.  CU 
of  App,,  18Y3,  Pulver  v.  Harris,  52  N.  F.,  78;  affirming  62 
Barb,^  500. 

2.  Compromise  with  one  of  several  joint  debtors,  valid  under  the  act 
of  1838,  though  made  in  another  State.  Sazton  «.  Dodge,  46  Hovd. 
Pr.,  467. 

S.  After  judgment  recovered  against  the  owner  and  the  occupants, 
respectively,  of  a  tenement,  for  injuries  suffered  by  reason  of  negli- 
gence in  respect  to  its  condition,  two  defendants,  the  occupants, 
appealed,  and  the  other  paid  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  a  sum 
less  than  the  judgment,  to  be  released  from  further  liability,  and 
took  an  instrument  which  recited  the  recovery  of  the  joint  judg- 
ment, the  desire  of  the  owner  of  the  premises  to  compound  and 
compromise,  and  obtain  a  personal  discharge,  without  prejudice  to 
the  plaintiff^s  right  to  proceed  on  the  judgment  against  the  other 
defendants,  and,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  a  sum  less  than  the 
ludgment,  declared  the  owner  exonerated  from  all  individual 
liability  to  the  full  extent  authorized  by  the  joint  debtor's  release 
act  of  1838,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  creditor's  rights  as 
against  all  the  other  defendants.  This  instrument  was  not  sealed. 
Held^  that  this  was  neither  a  technical  release,  nor  an  accord  and 
satisfaction,  such  as  to  exonerate  the  other  defendants,  or  their 
sureties  in  the  undertaking  given  on  their  appeal.  Irvine  v.  Mil- 
bank,  Ante,  378. 

4.  Whether  it  be  a  good  release  under  the  joint  debtor  act  of  1838, — 
query?    lb. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 

1.  A  married  woman,  domiciled  in  another  State,  may  sue  here  m 
her  own  name,  in  respect  to  separate  property  which  she  had  held 
in  that  other  State  pursuant  to  the  laws  thereof,  to  recover  damages 
for  loss  or  injury  thereof  in  this  State.  Ct,  of  App.y  1873,  Stone- 
man  V.  Erie  Railway  Co.,  52  N.  T.,  429. 

2.  Law  of  a  sister  State  presumed  to  be  the  same  as  our  own.  1872, 
Cohen  v,  Kelly,  35  N.  T.  Superior  Ct,  (3  Janes  4b  8,\  42. 

8.  Rules  as  to  usurious  paper,  made,  negotiated,  payable  or  sued  in 
different  States.     Hildreth  v.  Shepard,  65  Barb.^  265. 

COXJBTS,  1.^ 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  Congress  hayc  not  power  to  deprive  State  courts  of  jurisdiction  of 
all  actions  against  corporations  formed  under  acts  of  congress.  An 
action  against  a  corporation  is  not,  as  has  been  held  of  actions  by 
United  States  corporations,  necessarily  a  case  arising  under  the  law, 
Ac,  of  the  United  States.  Hence,  actions  against  a  national  bank 
may  be  brought  in  a  State  court,  unless  the  cause  of  action  is  a  case 
arising  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  states. 
OL  of  App.,  1873,  Cooke  v.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  52  Jf.  7., 
96. 

d.  The  legislature  may,  by  special  statute,  authorize  sale  of  lands  of 
infants,  including  future  contingent  interest  of  persons  not  in  being. 
But  it  can  not  authorize,  without  consent,  the  sale  of  lands  in  which 
competent  adults  have  an  interest,  vested  or  contingent,  except  when 
necessary  for  payment  of  taxes,  <&c.  Ct.  of  App,^  1878,  Brevoort  v. 
Grace,  53  N.  F.,  245. 

8.  The  mode  of  apportioning  the  expenses  of  the  proceeding,  and 
the  mode  of  conducting  the  proceedings,  who  shall  be  made  par- 
ties, &c.,  are  questions  for  the  legislature.    lb, 

CONTEMPT. 

1.  A  commitment  for  contempt  in  not  delivering  possession  of  prop- 
erty pursuant  to  order  of  court,  must  show  on  its  face  that  the 
person  committed  had  possession  or  control  of  the  property.  People 
{ex  rd,  Walters)  c.  Conner,  Ante^  430, 

2.  On  habeas  corpus  to  discharge  the  prisoner  from  detention  under  s 
commitment  which  is  defective  in  this  respect,  the  court  can  not 
supply  the  defect  by  resorting  to  the  papers  on  which  the  original 
order  to  give  possession  was  made.     lb. 

8.  The  fact  that  an  attorney's  claim  to  a  lien  on  money  or  securities 
is  made  in  good  faith,  is  qot  a  ground  for  refusing  to  the  client  the 
summary  remedy  by  attachment.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Bowling 
Green  Savings  Bank  v.  Todd,  52  2f.  F.,  489;  affirming  64  Barb., 
146. 

4.  It  is  no  defense  to  proceedings  to  punish  for  contempt  in  disobeying 
an  order,  that  an  appeal  is  pending  (there  being  no  stay) ;  nor  is  the 
fact  of  the  party^s  inability  an  excuse,  where  it  was  caused  by  his 
own  disobedience.     People  (ex  rel.  Day)  9.  Bergen,  Ante^  97. 

5.  Under  2  S,  8.,  538,  J  23, — declaring  that  when  the  misconduct 
complained  of  consists  in  the  omission  to  perform  somo  act  or  duty 
which  it  is  yet  in  the  power  of  defendant  to  perform,  he  shall  be 
imprisoned  only  until  he  shall  have  performed,  &c., — ^inability  to 
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perform  the  duty,  if  resulting  from  the  act  or  omission  of  defend- 
ant himself,  is  not  a  defense.     Timpson's  Estate,  Ante,  280. 

Affbal,  7,  8;  Habeas  Cobfus. 

CONTRACT. 

1.  In  an  action  on  contract,  it  is  not  admissible  to  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim that  plaintiff  bad  fraudulently  induced  defendant  to  pay 
moneys  falsely  claimed  under  the  contract,  in  excess  of  the  true 
value  of  the  work,  and  to  demand  a  repayment.  To  render  these 
facts  available  as  a  counter-claim,  the  tort  must  be  waived,  and  the 
recovery  of  the  ^moneys  overpaid  be  sought  as  on  an  implied 
contract,  and  the  answer  must  set  forth  facts  showing  defendant's 
election  to  proceed  on  the  implied  contract,  and  not  for  the  wrong. 
Berrian  v.  Mayor  &c.  of  N.  Y.,  Ante,  207. 

£.  Pending  litigation  in  the  U.  S.  supreme  court  in  reference  to 
the  validity  of  legal  tender,  an  agreement  was  made  that  if  the 
decision  should  amount  to  a  reversal  of  the  decision  in  Hepburn  v. 
Griswold,  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  should  refund  a  certain 
sum.  The  U.  S.  supreme  court  reiterated  the  rule  in  Hepburn  v. 
Griswold,  and  the  money  was  paid  accordingly ;  but  the  court  sub- 
sequently granted  a  reargument  and  reversed«the  decision.  Held^ 
that  the  payment  could  not  be  recovered  back,  for  it  was  made  on 
the  happening  of  the  contingency  contemplated,  and  voluntarily, 
and  not  under  mistake.  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Doll  v,  Earle,  65 
Barb.,  208. 

8.  Under  a  contract,  'Hhat  if  it  shall  at  anytime  hereafter  be  ad- 
judged by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  and  become  the 
law  of  the  land,^'  that  a  payment  made  at  the  time  of  making  the 
contract  ought  to  be  in  gold,  then,  **  that  on  such  decision  being 
made  and  becoming  the  law  of  the  land  "  the  parties  should  settle 
a  claim  accordingly, — Held,  that  a  single  decision,  made  in  an  ac- 
tion pending  when  the  contract  was  made,  was  conclusive  on  the 
parties  to  the  contract;  and  their  rights  were  not  affected  by  a  sub- 
sequent contrary  decision  by  the  same  court  in  another  case.  Ct, 
of  App.,  1373,  Woodruff  v.  Woodruff,  52  N.  Y.,  53. 

Parties,  15-28,  88,  84. 

CORPORATION. 

A  corporation  having  obtained  leave  to  plead,  can  not  be  heard  to 
deny  its  corporate  existence ;  nor  having  been  served  and  pleaded 
to  the  merits,  can  it  require  the  plaintiff  to  prove  its  corporate 
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existence.   1873,  Root  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Co.,  1  Suprfme  Ct. 

{T.    S    C.)y    10. 

Constitutional  Law,  1 ;  Evidence,  S4  ;  Pasties,  33-85 ;  Removal 

OF  Actions,  5. 

COSTS. 

1.  In  an  action  against  two  defendants  for  recovery  of  specific  per- 
sonal property,  where  both  appear  and  answer  by  the  same  attor- 
ney, they  are  not  entitled  to  separate  bills  of  costs;  although  they 
put  in  separate  answers,  and  one  has  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint, 
and  the  other  a  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  return  of  the  prop- 
erty.    Heye  v.  Robertson,  Ante,  194.  * 

2.  Under  section  306  of  Code  of  Procedure,  allowing  costs  in  certain 
actions  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  it  is  not  for  the  court  to 
determine  what  costs  shall  be  awarded,  nor  whether  there  shall  be 
one  or  more  bills,  but  this  is  to  be  decided  by  the  taxing  officer  in 
the  first  instance.     Ih, 

3.  Under  section  385  of  Code  of  Procedure,  as  amended  in  1851  and 
1856,  the  costs  which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to,  if  he  fails  to  obtain  a 
more  favorable  judgment  than  that  offered  him,  are  those  of  pn>> 
ceedings  prior  to  the  offer;   and  all  costs  which  accrued  suhse- 

.  qucntly  are  to  be  taxed  in  favor  of  defendant.      Magnin  v.  Dins- 
more,  Ante,  331. 

4.  The  costs  intended  by  this  division  include  disbursements.     Ih, 

5.  In  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for  damages  by  waste, 
when  plaintiff  ^s  title  to  the  premises  is  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  the  answer  is  a  general  denial,  title  is  in  issue  within  the 
meaning  of  section  304  of  the  Code.  1873,  Dempsey  v.  Hall,  85 
N.  T.  Superior  Ct,  (3  Jones  &  3.\  201. 

6.  The  voluntary  appearance  of  defendants  by  attorney,  is  equivalent 
to  personal  service,  and  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  costs  of  service 
under  section  307  of  the  Code.  Buffalo  Superior  Ct,,  1878, 
Schwinger  t>.  Hickox,  46  How,  Pr,,  114. 

7.  In  an  action  at  law,  where  an  equitable  defense  has  been  success- 
fully interposed,  neither  the  court  nor  the  referee  has  discretion  in 
regard  to  costs.  [51  Barb.,  195;  40  N.  Y.,  509.]  Supreme  Ct,,  8p. 
r.,  1873,  Lanz  v.  Trout,  46  How.  Pr,,  94. 

8.  Where  a  party  is  clearly  entitled  to  costs,  a  judgment  entered 
therefor  will  not  be  set  aside,  although  improperly  entered. 
[1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  121.]    lb. 

9.  In  an  equity  action  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
where  they  are  not  awarded  by  the  referee  who  tries  the  causd, 
they  can  notbe  taxed,  or  entered  in  the  judgment.     [3  Keyes,  614; 
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17  How.  Pr.,   211;    Code,  §  806.]     Supreme   Ct,  8p.   T,,  1878, 
Phelps  t>.  Wood,  46  How.  Pr.,  1. 

10.  The  complaint  is  the  proper  pleading  from  which  to  determine 
the  nature  or  character  of  the  action.  [40  How.  Pr.,  194.]  lb. 
Supreme  Ct.,  Sp.  T.,  1873,  Lanz  v.  Trout,  46  How.  Pr.,  94. 

11.  H.  brought  an  action  against  Q.,  D.  and  others  to  set  aside  a  coft- 
yeyance  as  fraudulent,  which  was  dismissed  with  costs  to  D.  and 
G.  as  against  H.,  and  judgment  entered  for  such  costs.  Subse- 
quently G.  sold  the  real  estate  to  D.,  and  H.  assigned  his  claim  to 
plaintiff,  who  commenced  this  action  upon  the  same  subject  as  the 
former  one.  Held,  that  this  action  should  be  stayed  until  the  costs 
of  the  former  action  were  paid.  [6  Hill,  372 ;  1  N.  Y.  Supreme 
Ct.  (T.  &  C),  259.]  1873,  Hill  tJ.  Grant,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <fe  C),  467. 

12.  An  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  quo  warranto,  to  deter- 
mine the  title  to  an  office,  is  a  civil  action,  in  which  the  preyailing 
party  is  entitled  to  costs,  and  an  exception  lies  if  they  are  refused. 
Ct  o/App.,  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Furman  jf.  Clute,  52  N.  7.,  676; 
modifying  50  N.  T.,  451. 

13.  If  tbe  plaintiflb,  the  people,  recover  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant on  one  issue,  namely,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  office,  costs 
should  be  awarded  against  him,  although  the  judgment  also  de- 
termines that  the  relator,  the  adyerse  claimant,  \^as  not  en- 
titled.    Ih. 

14.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  is  '^  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  and  a 
person  expressly  authorized  by  statute  to  sue,^'  within  section  817 
of  the  Code.  That  section  is  not  confined  to  cases  in  which  the 
trust  fund  is  under  the  control  of  the  court  in  which  the  trustee 
prosecutes  his  action.  Ct.  of  App.,  1873,  Reade  «.  Waterhouse,  52 
jY.  T.  687;  reversing  35  JV;  F.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  d:  S.),  78;  and 
12^W.  iV.,  iV.  iS.,  255. 

15.  It  seems,  that  under  section  121  an  assignee,  &c.,  is  not  to  be  per- 
sonally charged  with  costs  which  accrued  before  the  assignment.  Ih.' 

16.  It  seems,  that  tbe  remedy  by  attachment  against  an  assignee  pen- 
dente lite,  for  costs  given  by  section  321  of  the  Code,  does  not  apply 
to  assignees  in  a  representative  capacity  who  are  otherwise  provided 
for  by  section  317.     Ih. 

17.  It  seems,  that  under  section  321  of  the  Code, — declaring  that  an 
assignee,  &c.,  of  the  cause  of  action  pending  the  suit  shall  be  liable 
for  the  costs  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  a  party, — an  abso- 
lute assignee  is  liable,  irrespective  of  the  question  whether  he  ever 
took  any  part  in  prosecuting  the  action.  Dowling  v.  Bucking, 
Ante,  100. 

18.  That  section,  however,  does  not  i^ender  liable  a  person  who  merely 
takes  an  assignment  of  the  claim  as  collateral  security.    Ih, 


490  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  DIGEST. 


oorrt. 


19.  An  offer  to  allow  judgment,  under  the  proTisions  of  the  Code, 
must  be  unconditional  and  unqualified ;  but  the  making  and  accept- 
ance of  the  offer  does  not  preclude  the  court  from  granting  m 
allowance.  1871,  Coates  v.  Gk>ddard,  84  I^.  T.  Superior  Ct,  {2JmM 
ik  8,),  118. 

20.  In  an  action  to  restrain  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  trade-mark, 
if  plaintiff  only  obtains  an  injunction  without  recovering  any 
damages,  there  is  no  basis  on  which  the  court  can  make  an  allow- 
ance additional  to  costs.     lb. 

21.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Code  (as  amended  singe  the  cases 
of  Osbum  V.  Betts,  S  Mote.  Pr.,  81;  Weeks  v.  Southwark,  12  Td.^ 

•  170;  and  Buchanan  v.  Morrell,  18  Id.,  296,)  an  extra  allowsnce  is 
authorized  in  all  cases  which  are  difficult  and  extraordinary  when 
a  defense  has  been  interposed  and  a  trial  had.     lb. 

22.  The  court  at  special  term  have  power  to  make  allowances  to 
trustees  and  others  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  for  all  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  in  the  faithful  performance  of  their  duties, 
including  counsel  fees ;  and  the  power  to  do  this  is  independent 
of  the  statutory  provisions  relating  to  costs.  This  rule  extends  to 
actions  by  executors  for  the  construction  of  a  will,  although  the 
accounts  must  be  rendered  to  the  surrogate,  and  passed  on  by  iiim. 
Gt.  o/App.y  1873,  WetmoretJ.  Parker,  52  JV.  F.,  450;  affirming  7 

1X1718.  y  121. 

28.  The  '^further  allowance''  to  be  granted  to  a  party  under 
section  809  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  can  only  be  allowed  to  parties 
who  are  entitled  by  right  to  the  costs  provided  for  in  section  807. 
Devlin  ».  Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  Y.,  Ante,  81. 

24.  A  defendant  who  obtains  a  judgment  againt  a  co-defendant  does 
not  recover  costs  as  of  course,     lb. 

25.  A  party  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  in  a  certain  fond, 
brought  an  action  to  recover  his  share,  and  joined  as  defendants 
all  other  parties  claiming  shares  in  the  fund,  and  he  and  such 
defendants  recovered  judgment  for  their  shares.  Heli,  that  the 
further  allowance  of  costs  to  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  under 
section  809  of  Code  of  Procedure,  could  not  be  computed  on  the 
whole  fund,  but  only  on  his  share.  And  that  the  defendants  who 
had  succeeded  in  proving  their  right  to  a  share  in  the  fund,  were 
not  entitled  to  any  costs.     lb. 

26.  Meaning  of  the  words  "  recovery  or  claim  ''  and  **  snbject  matter 
involved,''  as  used  in  section  809  of  the  Code,— considered. 
lb. 

27.  A  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  on  defeating  a  coQnte^ 
claim,  in  addition  to  an  allo^yance  on  his  recovery,  if  the  counter- 
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claim  was  defeated  bj  the  same  evidence  which  was  necessary  to 
sustain  his  recovery.     Ih. 

28.  An  application  for  an  allowance  can  not  be  granted  to  the  plaintiff 
upon  bis  obtaining  an  order  granting  judgment  unless  defendant 
plead  over  and  pay  costs.  The  extra  allowances  given  under  the 
Code  are  to  be  part  of  the  final  judgment,  and  an  application  for 
them  is  premature  before  a  final  judgment  has  been  recovered.  1878, 
Merchants'  £xch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Commercial  Warehouse  Co.,  85 
N;  r.  Syperiar  Ct.  (3  Jorieg  &  8.\  214. 

29.  The  rule  that  where  a  party  does  not  recover  general  costs  an 
additional  allowance  will  not  be  given,  [29  How.,  97 ;  Id.  101 ;  80 
Id.,  148;  5  Id.,  242;  2  Sandf.,  755;  11  How.,  434;  17  Id.,  456;  2 
N.  Y.,  570,]— reiterated.  1874,  Savage  t>.  Allen,  2  Supreme  Ot,  (T, 
S  C.\  474. 

80.  An  order  of  the  general  term,  giving  costs  of  appeal  to  the 
appellants,  does  not  include  the  costs  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
below,  given  by  order  of  court  and  not  by  statute ;  nor  the  costs  in 
the  justices'  court  in  which  the  action  was  brought,  and  in  the 
county  court  in  which  it  was  heard  before  the  appeal  to  the  general 
term.  Supreme  Ct.,  8p.  T.,  1878,  Lennox  «.  Eldred,  65  Barb,^ 
526. 

81.  Two  bills  of  costs  are  not  allowed  on  two  separate  appeals,  from 
judgment,  and  from  order  refusing  new  trial,  taken  by  same  party, 
and  heard  together.  Supreme  Ct.,  1874,  Bullard  c.  Pearsall,  46 
Haw.  Pr.,  383;  said  to  have  been  affirmed  in  Ct.  of  App.,  Id.^ 
580. 

82.  To  the  contrary,  see  (Supreme  Ct.j  Sp.  T.,  1873),  Lennox  v, 
Eldred,  65  Barb.,  526. 

88.  When  a  new  trial  is  granted  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  or 
report  on  questions  of  fact  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  it 
must  be  on  payment  of  costs.  Voorhees  v,  'National  Citizens' 
Bank,  Ante,  13. 

84.  Payment  of  costs  not  required  in  staying  action  brought  by 
attorney  without  authority.  Reynolds  v.  Howell,  6  Eng,  R. 
{Moah's  ed.\  129. 

85.  Costs  of  guardian  for  infant  defendant,  appearing  by  same 
counsel  as  plaintiff.  Halstead  «.  Halstead,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T.(k  (7.), 
673. 

86.  The  liability  of  one  standing  in  position  of  principal  or  surety. 
Steinhart  v.  Doellner,  84  K  Y.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jojies  &  S.),  218. 

87.  Where  costs  are  allowed  by  the  court  of  appeals  on  appeals  to 
that  court  from  orders,  full  costs  are  allowed.  Ct,  of  App.,  1878, 
Brown  v.  Leigh,  52  JV.  F.,  78. 

88.  Cobts  on  appeal  will  not  be  allowed  where  &11  parties  are  unsuc- 
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19.  An 

mus*  ^^^'"^"^ 

...  ,*f  'I         ^yTi/rsuaDce  of  the  act  of  1864  [Laws  of 

..  '</'  '  ■;*.'^*"'rM  i  0|]  to  school  trustees,  exempts  thm 

So  /J^^-/^^*^/t^i<^^^^  to  another  court  by   appeal.    '1873, 

fltf.^.,'g*f^.  Si^reme  Ct,  {T.  &  C.;,  824;  and  sec  Rawsonf. 

.\,'y^*^^,i.<ccrtam  damages,  not  a  trial  within  the  statute  of 

yft'/WjfJ^itin  fj.  Bates,  46  U&it.  Pr.,  405. 

£1^.   /ur  si)ecific  performance,  turning  on  executor*s  power  to 

41.  '^    fipt  an  action  for  construction  of  will,    «S:c.,   within  the 

f^^i  ftirthor  will  is  only  incidentally  involved  as  evidence. 

'^^^/t'ln  «.  Bates,  46  Uow.  Pr,,  405. 

^^  (indcr  of  a  chattel  has  no  lien  upon  it  for  his  costs  in  pros^ 
^tuti"^  or  defending  actions  in  reference  to  it.      1873,  N.  Y.  &  Har- 
^  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Haws,  85  JV.  T,  Superior  Ct.  (3  •/b/nw  <fi  ^\),  872. 
^  X'oublc  costs,  when  allowed  under  the  statute,  are  computed  on 
the  whole  taxed  bill,  including  disbursements.     Klinck  t.  Kelly, 
Ante,  185. 
^pBAL,  40;  District  Court,  6;  Former  Adjudication,  7;  Judg- 
ment, 13;  Maiuke  Court,  2;  Mechanic's  Lien,  11;  New 
Trial,  17;  Schools,  2;  Surrogates*  Courts,  4. 

COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  In  an  action  on  notes,  an  ansAver  alleging  that  they  were  given  in 
part  payment  for  land,  which  defendant  was  induced  to  purchase  by 
])]aintifrs  fraudulent  representations  as  to  the  area  of  the  land,  to 
defendant's  damage  in  a  sum  stated,  for  which  defendant  demands 
judgment,  is  a  counter-claim  and  must  be  replied  to.  Ct.ofApp.y 
1873,  Lsham  v.  Davidson,  52  X.  F.,  237. 

2.  The  decision  [33  Barb.,  401;  35  N.  Y.,  209]  that  in  an  action  by  a 
landlord  for  rent,  the  tenant  may  set  up,  by  way  of  counter-claim, 
damages  for  breach  of  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  landlord 
to  repair; — followed.  1873,  Cook  v,  Soule,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T. 
<fc  C),  116. 

Amendment,   7;    Contract,    1;    Costs,   25;    Limitations,   4,  17; 

Set-Off,  2. 

COUNTY  CLERK. 

County  clerk  and  his  deputy  not  authorized  to  take  an  affidavit  of  tax 
assessors.  National  Bank  of  Chemung  «.  City  of  Elmira,  53  3".  7., 
49;  reversing  6  Lana.,  110. 
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COURTS. 

1.  When  there  is  a  conflict  of  decision  between  the  courts  of  New 
York  and  those  of  the  United  States,  the  former  must  be  followed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  this  State,  until  the  U.  S.  supreme  court 
has  reversed  the  decisions  of  the  court  of  appeals.  1873,  Town  of 
Venice  v.  Breed,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  <k  C),  180;  S.  C,  65  Barb,^  597. 

8.  Military  tribunals  are  within  the  rule  that  words  spoken  in  pro- 
ceedings in  court  are  absolutely  privileged.  Dawkins  9.  Ld. 
Rokeby,  5  Eng.  B.  (MoaJc's  Ed,),  212;  L.  B.,  8  Q.  B.,  255. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

1.  Tho  court  of  appeals  possesses  no  power  to  review  the  facts  in 
equitable  actions,  and  determine  them  according  to  the  weight  of 
evidence.  The  Code  of  Procedure  was  intended  to  adopt  a  uni- 
form system,  and  the  introduction  of  the  proceedings,  formerly 
peculiar  to  equity  cases,  of  trying  specific  questions  of  fact  by  a 
jury,  does  not  operate  to  withdraw  that  class  of  cases  from  the 
application  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  Code.  The  mode  of 
reviewing  questions  of  fact  and  law  was  intended  to  be  uniform ; 
and  this  court  is  restricted  to  the  review  of  questions  of  law,  with 
the  single  exception  of  cases  where  the  general  term  reverses 
judgments  entered  on  trial  by  the  court  or  referees  upon  the  facts, 
and  so  certify  in  the  order  of  reversal.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Ver- 
milyea  v.  Palmer,  52  N,  F.,  471. 

8.  The  rule  that  a  party  who  seeks  to  reverse  in  this  court  a  judgment 
rendered  on  a  refcrec^s  report,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  facts,  must  procure  such  a  finding  of  facts  as  will 
sho%  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous  [46  N.  Y.,  261],  and  if  no 
request  to  find  additional  facts,  and  no  application  for  a  resettle- 
ment of  the  case  was  made,  the  court  of  appeals  can  not  look 
beyond  the  findings  to  ascertain  whether  facts  were  proved  which 
would  limit  the  recovery, — reiterated.  Ct,  of  App,,  1878,  Fabbri 
V.  Ealbfleisch,  52  N,  F.,  28;  afiirming  2  Sweeny,  252. 

8.  A  defendant  who  has  obtained  an  order  for  a  new  trial  from  which 
plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court,  is  not  limited  to  the  grounds  relied 
on  at  the  general  term,  but  may  take  any  objections  which  were 
taken  by  him  at  the  trial.  Ct,  of  App,,  1878,  Simar  v,  Canaday, 
68  N.  T,,  298. 

4.  The  court  will  not  recon&ider  in  the  same  case  a  decision  made  by 
it  after  full  argument  on  a  former  appeal,  in  the  absence  of  any  new 
evidence  or  other  circumstance  to  take  it  out  of  the  rule.  Ct,  of 
App,y  1878,  Justice  o.  Lang,  52  N,  F.,  828. 

5.  The  court  of  appeals  is  not  inclined  to  review  the  amount  of 
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trustee's  costs,  unless  unreasonable  and  arbitrary.  Ct.  of  Ajfp., 
1873,  Wetmore  «.  Parker,  52  2f.  F.,  450;  afltaung  7  Lant, 
121. 

6.  Rule  16  of  this  court, — which  provides  that  either  of  the  judges 
may  make  orders  to  stay  proceedings,  which,  when  served  with 
papers  and  notice  of  motion,  shall  stay  the  proceedings,— does  not 
prevent  a  judge  from  staying  the  filing  of  a  remittitur  without 
service  of  papers  and  notice  of  motion.  Cushman  «.  Hsdfield, 
Ante,  109. 

7.  A  single  judge  of  the  court  may  order  the  filing  of  a  remittitur  to 
be  stayed,  in  whosesoever  hands  it  may  be,  at  any  time  before  it  is 
actually  and  regularly  filed  in  the  court  below.    lb. 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

1.  The  New  York  common  pleas  can  not  acquire  jarisdiction  of  so  ac- 
tion upon  contract  for  recovery  of  money  only,  against  a  non-iesi- 
dent  defendant,  by  service  by  publication,  and  by  issue  and  levy  of 
an  attachment,  as  a  provisional  remedy,  upon  his  property  vithin 
the  county.     Towle  f>.  Covert,  AnUy  193. 

2.  But  in  such  case  the  warrant  of  attachment  will  not  necesBsriljhe 
set  aside,  because  it  may  be  issued  before  service  of  summons.   A 

COURT  OP  SESSIONS. 

A  justice  of  the  peace,  while  sitting  in  the  court  of  sessions  on  the 
trial  of  a  prisoner,  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and  gave  material 
evidence  in  the  case.  Held,  that  the  court  was  thereby  disorganized 
and  the  conviction  irregular.  1873,  Dohring  t>.  People,  2  SupraM 
Ot,  (T.  ik  C),  458.  * 

COVENANT. 

A  covenant  not  to  sue  does  not  operate  as  a  release  in«  favor  of  tboM 
holden  jointly  with  the  coven^tee,  and  not  related  to  him  tf 
sureties,  especially  if  the  covenant  reserves  the  right  to  proceed 
against  them.     Irvine  v,  Milbank,  Ante^  878. 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

1.  The  surplus  arising  upon  a  trust  for  benefit  of  a  debtor  created  by 
a  third  person,  can  not  be  reached  by  an  action  commenced  before 
such  surplus  has  actually  accumulated.  Han  9.  Van  Voorhis,  AnU^  79. 

2.  A  person  having  a  claim  against  another  for  moneys  intrusted  to 
the  latter,  and  by  him  embezzled  and  converted  to  his  own  use,  is  * 
creditor  within  the  rules  making  void,  conveyances  by  a  debtor  with 
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intent  to  hinder  and  delay  his  creditors.     Supreme  Ct,  1873,  Pen- 
dleton «.  Hughes,  65  Barb.,  136. 'C 

3.  The  plaintiff  in  a  creditor's  action  may,  pending  the  action,  and 
without  waiving  oc  abandoning  the  lien  of  his  judgment,  proceed  to 
sell  the  debtor's  lands  on  execution  upon  his  judgment.  Erickson 
^.  Quinn,  Antej  166. 

4.  Having  done  so,  he  may  still  proceed  with  the  creditor's  action,  to 
obtain  a  judgment  removing  the  cloud  upon  title.     Ih, 

5.  Various  remedies  of  a  creditor  to  enforce  his  judgment, — stated.  Ih, 

6.  A  creditor  having  a  judgment  lien  on  two  separate  parceb  of 
land  of  his  debtor,  brought  a  creditor's  suit,  and  obtained  judgment 
setting  aside  the  debtor's  conveyances.  Held^  that  there  being  no 
provision  in  the  decree  in  reference  to  any  equitable  right  of  priority 
as  between  the  parcels  of  land,  the  defendants  in  the  suit,  and 
persons  claiming  under  them,  could  not  subsequently  set  up  any 
right  to  have  one  part  first  sold  in  exoneration  of  the  remainder. 
Any  such  right  should  have  been  set  up  in  the  creditor's  suit,  and 
provided  for  in  the  decree.  Ct,  of  App.,  1878,  Reynolds  v.  Park, 
58  N.  r.,  86. 

7.  An  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance  may  be  maintained 
by  a  creditor  vrithout  judgment,  who  is  otherwise  remediless, — «.  ^., 
a  woman  having  an  unsatisfied  order  for  alimony.  [32  N.  Y.,  53; 
2  8eld.,  252;  16  Barb.,  541;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  858,  369,  395.] 
Supreme  Ct.  [Leonabd,  Ref.],  1873,  Kamp  v,  Eamp,  46  How,  iV., 
148. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  contract,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the 
contract  furnishes  the  standard  of  relief,  but  compensation  will  only 
be  given  for  actual  loss  sustained.  JV.  T.  Com,  PL,  1871,  Doughty 
V.  O'Donnell,  4  Daly,  60. 

2.  But  when  the  party  for  whom  the  service  is  to  be  rendered  willfully 
delays  and  embarrasses  the  performance  of  the  contract  by  the 
other  party,  who  endeavors  to  complete  it,  and  who  is  finally  com- 
pelled to  abandon  the  work,  the  rule  that  the  special  contract  must 
control  the  rate  of  compensation,  no  longer  prevails,  and  the  party 
is  entitled  to  the  actual  value  of  his  services,  even  though  it  is  in 
excess  of  the  measure  of  damages  fixed  by  the  contract.     lb. 

8.  Such  damages  may  be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the  contract,  and 
plaintiff  in  such  action,  after  showing  that  he  was  prevented  from 
performing  by  defendant's  acts,  may  show  the  actual  value  of 
services  rendered,  and  recover  therefor.     lb. 

*  Affirmed,  it  se&mt,  in  53  N.  Y.,  626,  on  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
eonrt. 
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4.  Exemplary  damages  may  be  recovered  for  the  ttnUful  act  of  de- 
fendant in  so  managing  his  horse  and  carriage  as  to  bring  them  into 
collision  with,  and  cruelly  wound  and  injure,  the  plaintiff's  bone. 
JV.  T.  Com.  PL,  1871,  Lewis  «.  Bulkley,  4  2>aZy,.156. 

5.  Exemplary  damages  are  not  given  when  there  has  been  no  inten- 
tional offense  committed,  when  a  party  has  only  done  what  He 
honestly  believed  to  be  his  daty,  and  punishment  is  not  deseired; 
and  where  the  act  was  done  by  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  if 
exemplary  damages  could  not  be  recovered  against  the  servant,  they 
can  not  be  recovered  in  an  action  against  the  master.  Ct,  of  App., 
1878,  Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  68  If,  F.,  25 ;  reversing 
85  JV.  V.  8uperwr  Ct,  (Jones  &  8,),  118;  S.  C,  13  AU.  Pr,  If,  &, 
818;  Uffow,  Pr.,  294. 

6.  The  measure  of  damages  for  conversion  of  personal  property  does 
not  as  a  fixed  and  unqualified  rule  extend  to  the  highest  market 
price  from  the  time  of  conversion  to  the  time  of  trial.  In  the  case 
of  an  action  against  a  broker  for  an  unauthorized  sale  of  stocks 
purchased  for  his  principal,  the  advance  in  market  price  within  a 
reasonable  time  for  the  principal  to  replace  the  stock  after  know- 
ledge of  the  broker's  conversion,  is  a  suf&cient  indemnity.  CU  of 
App.,  1878,  Baker  v.  Drake,  63  N.  Z.,  211. 

7.  Measure  of  damages  on  refusal  to  receive  merchandise  purchased. 
Yorke  v.  Ver  Planck,  65  Barb.,  816. 

8.  —  In  cases  of  personal  injury.  Brignoli  «.  Chicago,  &c.  Rw.  Co. 
4  Daly,  182. 

9.  —  In  actions  for  conversion  of  chattels.  Spicer  v.  Waters,  65 
Barb.,  227. 

10.  —  For  conversion  should  not  depend  upon  form  of  the  action, 
whether  for  tort  or  on  contract.  Ct.  o/App.^  1878,  Baker  e.  Drake, 
53  N.  T.,  211. 

11.  —  In  trover  for  conversion.  Hal  stead  v.  Schwartz,  1  Suprenu  Ct' 
(T.  Jb  C),  659;  S.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  289. 

12.  —  For  landlord's  breach  of  agreement  to  repair.  Cook  f.  Sonle, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d^  C),  118. 

13.  —  Against  factor  on  refusal  to  sell  or  neglect  to  sell  according  to 
instructions.  Whelan  v.  Lynch,  65  Barb.,  326. 

14.  —  In  cases  of  nuisance.  Francis  v.  Schoellkopf,  53  -Y.  T.,  153. 

15.  —  For  breach  of  implied  warranty  of  title.  Bell  f>.  Dagg,  2 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d  C),  623. 

16.  —  On  vendor's  inability  to  procure  release  of  inchoate  right  of 
dower.  Heimburg  v.  Ismay,  85  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jom$  i 
S.),  35. 

17.  —  For  using  plaintiff's  horse  without  leave.  Clinton  v.  Townsend, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  330;  8.  C,  46  Houi,  Pr.,  42. 
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18.  Covenants  to  pay  heavy  liquidated  damages  strictly  construed. 
Leggett  V.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.,  53  N.  F.,  394;  reversing  64 
Barb.,  23.  • 

19.  Assessment  of,  in  what  currency,  on  gold  contract.  Stephens  v. 
Howe,  34  N,  T.  Superior  Ct  (2  Jones  &  S.),  133. 

20.  V^lue  of  pound  sterling  is  $4.84.  Supreme  Gt,^  1872,  Stranaghan 
«.  Youmans,  65  Barh,^  392. 

21.  Judgment  against  surety,  when  conclusive  as  to  damages,  against 
principal.     Dubois  c.  Hermance,  1  Supreme  CL  (T.  <fc  C),  298. 

22.  The  rule  that  on  an  assessment  of  damages  upon  an  undertaking 
given  upon  the  granting  of  a  temporary  injunction,  counsel  fees 
upon  trial  are  not  allowable,  save  where  they  are  incurred  solely,  or 
principally,  because  of  the  injunction, — applies  where  the  court 
denies  the  motion  to  dissolve,  for  the  purpose  of  postponing  the 
question  until  trial  of  the  merits  of  title.  Ct,  of  App,,  1878,  Dis- 
brow  V,  Garcia,  52  iV.  7.,  654. 

AxDCALs;    Cause    of    Action,   2,  7,   18;  Comflatnt,  5,   18;  Evi- 
dence,  15,    16;  Pleading,   10,    13,    19;  Specific 
Performance;  Trial,   26,    34. 

DEATH. 

Husband  is  not  **  next  of  kin  "  to  wife,  and,  therefore,  before  the  act  of 
1870,  was  not  authorized  to  share  in  a  recovery  of  damages  for  caus- 
ing her  death.    Ct.  of  App.,  1873,  Suydam  «.  Smith,  52  If,  F.,  889. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

1.  A  mortgage  is  an  alienation  pro  tanto,  within  the  rule  that  where 
property  subject  to  an  incumbrance  has  been  alienated  in  different 
parcels  at  different  times,  sales  to  pay  the  incumbrance  must  be  in 
the  inverse  order  of  alienation.  But,  a  mortgaj^e  which  is  a  par- 
amount lien  over  other  incumbrances  is  not  within  the  rule  in  the 
case  of  a  sale  under  such  subordinate  incumbrances.  The  rule  only 
applies  where  there  has  been  an  alienation  of  some  interest  em- 
braced in  the  incumbrance.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Reynolds  v.  Park, 
53  N,  7.,  36. 

2.  A  creditor  having  a  judgment  lien  upon  two  parcels  of  land  of  his 
debtor,  brought  a  creditor's  suit  to  set  aside  conveyances  made  by 
the  debtor,  and  obtained  a  decree,  which  he  subsequently  assigned 
to  one  P.  •  Afterward  P.  purchased  one  of  the  parcels,  on  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  made  subsequent  to  the  judgment,  in  which 
foreclosure  the  creditor  was  not  made  a  party.     Held^  that  this 

K.  s. — XV.— 32 
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operated  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  decree,  as  in  fay  or  of  the  other 
parcel,  to  the  extent  that  the  parcel  so  purchased  by  him  would 
have  been  bound  to  oontribute,  if  anything,  to  the  payment  of  the 
decree  in  exoneration  of  the  other  parcel.     lb, 

DEED. 

1.  A  father  on  purchasing  land  directed  that  the  deed  name 
his  daughter  as  grautee;  and  it  was  so  made  and  deliverd  to  him; 
and  on  her  being  subsequently  informed  by  him  of  the  transaction, 
she  approved,  and  requested  him  to  record  the  deed,  which  he 
promised  to  do.  At  his  request  she  subsequently  conveyed  the  land, 
for  a  consideration  received  by  him  from  the  grautee.  Hdd^  that 
the  deed  to  her  was  duly  delivered;  and  she  could  recover  the  value 
of  the  land  from  him.  Supreme  Ct.^  1873,  Shrader  9.  Bouker,  65 
Barb,^  608. 

2.  An  escrow,  signed,  sealed  and  deposited,  upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, is  not  revocable  by  the  depositor,  except  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  and  deposit.  The  depositary  is  a8 
much  the  agent  of  the  grantee  as  of  the  grantor,  and  is  as  much 
bound  to  deliver  the  deed  on  performance  of  the  condition  as  he  is 
to  withhold  it  uTntil  performance.  [3  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.,  ch.  4, 
§  2,  pp.  371,  372,  373;  14  Ohio,  307;  13  Johns.,  285;  4  Day,  66; 
9  Mass.,  307;  6  Wend.,  666.]  1873,  Stanton  t>.  Miller,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  (T,  &  C),  23. 

8.  A  deed  in  escrow,  when  delivered,  relates  back  to  the  time  of 

deposit.     lb, 
4.  If  the  seal  of  the  corporation  is  properly  affixed  to  a  lease  of  the 

corporate  property,  it  is  a  sufficient  execution,  without  the  signature 

of  either  member  of  the  committee  authorized  to  execute  the  same. 

Supreme  CLy  1872,    Union  Bridge  Co.   «.   Troy   &    Lansingburg 

R.  R.  Co.,  7  Lans.^  240. 

Mistake,  3 ;  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact,  6 ;  Sbal. 

DEFAMATION. 

The  rule  that  words  spoken  or  written,  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  by 
any  person  having  an  interest  therein,  &c.,  are  absolutely  privileged, 
if  they  were  pertinent  and  material,  is  applicable,  not  merely  to 
trials  of  actions  and  indictments,  but  includes  every  proceeding 
before  a  competent  court  or  magistrate  in  due  course  of  law,  which 
is  to  result  in  a  decision, — e,  g.^  a  complaint  to  the  fire-marshal  tc 
cause  him  to  institute  an  inquiry  as  to  the  cause  of  a  fire.  Newfiald 
«.  Copperman,  ArUe^  360. 
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DEFAULT. 

1/  The  court  has  a  right  to  iuipose,  as  a  condition  of  opening  a 

default,  that  there  should  be  an  immediate  reference,  and  a  speedy 

trial.    Defendant  may  refuse  to  accept  the  order,  and  allow  the 

judgment  to  stand,  or  he  may  appeal  from  so  much  of  the  order  as 

imposes  a  condition.     1874,  Delany  v,  Delany,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  S 

C),  530.      > 
2.  A  judge  at  special  term  has  no  power  to  make  a  waiver  of  a 

material  issue  in  the  pleadings  a  condition  of  opening  a  default 

and  inquest  taken  at  the  trial  term.    His  power  only  extends  to 

imposing  costs,   &c,    iV.  T.  Superior  6Y.,   1873,  Horn  «.  Brennan^ 

46  Bote.  Pr,,  479. 

8.  Jurisdiction  once  acquired,  is  not  lost  by  a  premature  entry  of 
default,  and  reference  to  take  proof.  [8  Abb.,  69;  7  N.  Y.,  404.] 
1874,  Von  Rhade  t>.  Von  Rhade,  2  Supreme  CL  (T,  &  C),  491. 

4.  Where  after  judgment  of  divorce  the  plaintiff  has  married  an 
innocent  'person,  the  court,  in  opening  a  default,  will  allow  the 
judgment  to  stand  until  the  final  determination  of  the  action.     Ih* 

Afpeal,  15. 

DEFENSES. 

li  An  agreement  for  the  settlement  of  an  action,  with  a  tender  of  per- 
formance of  the  terms  by  defendant,  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
in  his  behalf  for  specific  performance,  and  when  set  up  by  supple- 
mental answer  is  a  good  defense  to  the  action.  1873,  Kelly  9.  Dee,. 
2  Supreme  Cfl,  {T,  J:  C),  286. 

2.  The  rule  that  the  mere  pendency  of  a  former  suit,  though  between 
same  parties,  is  not  a  legal  bar  [9  How.  Pr.,  228,] — reiterated.  1873^ 
Ritter  V.  Worth,  1  Supeme  CL  {T,  A  C),  406.  Bee  also  Pullman  «. 
Alley,  53  JV:  F.,  637. 

3.  Nature  and  limits  of  the  defense  that  the  act  of  a  corporation  wa» 
ultra  vires.  Directors,  &c.,  v.  Macnabb,  6  Eng,  B.  {Moah^a  Ed.)^  17 
note, 

Akswer;  Appeal,  27,  28;  Anotheb  Action  Pending;  Eviixbncb, 

1 ;  FoBMER  Adjudication  ;  Injunction,  10 ;  Judgment, 

10 ;  Justices^  Courts,  2 ;  Pleading  ;  Waste,  8. 

DEFINITIONS. 

The  phrase  **  existing  provisions  of  law,"  as  used  in  section  291  of  the 
Code,  means  law  established  by  the  courts  as  well  as  by  the  legis- 
lature.    1873,  Nelson  v,  Kerr,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  S  (7.),  299. 

Statute,  2. 
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DELIVERY. 

Delivery  of  an  instmrnent  not  under  seal  may  be  made  to  the  party 
beneficially  interested,  apon  conditions,  the  observance  of  which  is 
essential  to  its  validity ;  and  the  annexing  such  conditions  is  not 
an  oral  contradiction  of  the  written  obligation,  as  between  the  par- 
ties  to  it,  or  others  having  notice,  though  it  be  negotiable.  Ct,  of 
App.j  1873,  Benton  «.  Martin,  62  N.  F.,  670. 

Equity,  1. 

DEMAND. 

1.  The  indorsement  of  plaintifis,  to  certain  checks  payable  to  their 
order,  and  belonging  to  them,  was  forged,  and  upon  such  forged 
indorsement  the  checks  were.  In  good  faith,  cashed  by  A.,  who,  for 
value,  indorsed  them  to  B.,  who  deposited  them  in  his  bank  C.f 
which  collected  them,  and  credited  B.  with  the  proceeds.  Hdd^  that 
plaintiffs  might  sue  A.,  B.  and  0.  for  a  joint  conversion  of  the 
checks,  without  making  a  demand.  If.  7.  Com.  PL^  1871,  White 
«.  Sweeny,  4  Dalyj  223. 

2.  The  possession  of  securities  received  as  collateral  to  a  ufmrioiu 
loan,  is  not  a  lawful,  but  a  tortious  possession.  The  title  remains 
in  the  borrower;  and  no  demand  for  them  is  necessary  before  com- 
mencing suit  to  enjoin  their  prosecution,  or  to  compel  their  81l^ 
vender.     Wheelock  v.  Lee,  Ante^  24. 

8.  The  rule  that  in  an  action  to  recover  specific  personal  property,  a 
demand  before  action  is  necessary,  to  be  alleged  and  proven,  where 
the  property  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
[1  Xeyes,  321;  1  Sweeny,  216;  6  Hill,  613;  82  Barb.,  181;  6  Lans., 
78;  8  Hill,  348;  49  N.  Y.,  269]— reiterated.  Talcott  v.  Belding, 
46  How.  Pr.,  419. 

4.  Under,  as  before,  the  Code,  a  demand  before  suit  is  not  necessary^ 
in  order  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to  recover  moneys 
collected  by  him  on  an  execution.  [18  Johns.,  133;  1  Wend.,  684; 
4  Id.,  678;  6  Hill,  898;  88  N.  Y.,  28;  2  PhiL  Ev.,  890.]  1878, 
Nelson  v.  Kerr,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <fc  C),  299. 

DEMURRER.  . 

The  objection  that  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue,  can  not  he 
taken  under  a  demurrer  merely  assigning  as  its  ground,  no  cause  of 
action.    People  ex  rd.  Lord  v.  Crooks,  63  N.  F.,  648. 

Pabtieb,  46;  Plbadiko,  14,  16. 
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DKFOamON. 

DEPOSITION. 

1.  There  bein^no  provi»ioQ  in  the  statute  as  to  the  mode  in  which 
witnesses  unacquainted  with  the  English  language  shall  be  ex- 
amined, and  the  commissioner  having  acted  as  interpreter,  no 
special  instructions  in  that  particular  having  been  given  by  either 
party, — Held^  that  it  would  be  assumed  that  they  meant  that  he 
should  do  so,  there  being  no  pretense  that  he  was  not  able  to 
translate  correctly  the  questions  into*  Spanish  and  the  answers  into 
English,  or  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  any  partiality  or  unfairness. 
N,  T.  Com.  PL,  Sp.  T.,  1873,  Leetch  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  4 
Daly,  518. 

2.  It  was  agreed  that  if  either  commissioner  were  absent,  the  exam- 
ination might  be  taken  before  the  other.  One  of  the  commissioners 
was  at  the  place  where  the  commission  was  executed,  when  it  was 
received,  and  for  some  time  after,  but  was  absent  in  the  city  of 
Mexico,  when  the  witnesses  were  produced  and  examined  before  the 
other  commissioner.  Held,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  abuse  or 
of  any  unfaimess  or  partiality  by  the  commissioner  who  acted,  that 
this  was  no  ground  for  vacating  the  commission.     Ib» 

8.  A  judge  of  the  court  out  of  which  a  conmiission  to  take  testimony 
has  issued,  may,  after  the  commission  has  been  executed  and 
returned,  indorse  upon  it  an  allowance  of  the  interrogatories  and  a 
direction  as  to  the  return,  such  as  a  judge  of  the  court  would  have 
done,  had  he  been  applied  to  before  the  commission  was  dispatched, 
lb. 

4.  After  the  evidence  on  a  trial,  before  a  referee  has  been  chosen 
(and,  it  aeems,  even  after  ^he  trial  has  begun),  a  stay  should  not  be 
granted  in  order  to  allow  a  foreign  deposition  to  be  taken,  except 
in  a  very  clear  case  of  necessity,  and  when  substantial  justice 
requires.  1872,  Rathbun  v.  Ingersoll,  84  iV.  T.  Supreme  Ct.  (2 
J&nes  &  8.\  211. 

5.  Objection  to  depositions, — e.  ^.,  on  the  ground  that  some  interrog- 
atories were  not  fully  answered, — should  be  taken  on  the  trial, 
and  are  not  available  when  taken  for  the  first  time  on  appeal, 
especially  if  unsubstantial.  1872,  Yilmar  «.  Schall,  85  N.  T. 
Superior  Ct.  (8  Jones  db  8.),  67. 

6.  Where  issue  has  been  joined  in  an  action  as  to  one  of  several 
defendants,  a  commission  may  issue  to  take  the  testimony  of  a 
witness  out  of  the  State,  although  the  other  defendants  have  not 
answered.  1874,  Treadwell  «.  Pomeroy,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  db  C7.), 
470. 

Appeal.  18,  20,  21,  22.     « 
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DI81IIS8AL  or  COXFLAIKT. 


DISCHARGE. 

1.  A  bankrupt  must  plead  bis  discbarge  wben  be  bas  the^opportunity; 
and  if  be  omits  to,  tbe  court  will  not  relieve  bim  on  motion.  [2 
Cai.,  102;  9  Jobns.,  892;  11  Paige,  535;  1  Barb.  Cb.,  847;  18  Johns., 
54;  Id.,  886.]  1878,  Rudge  t>.  Rundle,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  Jb  C.),.649. 

2.  Accordingly  where  an  action  was  commenced  in  1866,  and  two  of 
tbe  defendants  obtained  their  discbarge  December  19,  1868,  and 
judgment  was  entered  June  11, 1869, — ffeldy  that  no  attempt  baTing 
been  made  to  plead  the  discharge,  the  judgment  could  not  be 
vacated  on  motion.     Ih, 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

1.  An  order  entered  upon  Stipulation  of  plun tiffs  attorney  and  de- 
fendant, discontinuing  the  action  without  costs,  after  notice  from 
defendant's  attorney  forbidding  discontinuance  witbout  payment  of 
his  costs,  may  be  vacated  on  motion.  Supreme  Ct.j  1872,  Wormer  f. 
Canovan,  7  Lans..  86. 

2.  An  action  is  not  discontinued,  except  as  between  tbe  parties,  until 
tbe  order  of  discontinuance  is  entered.     Ih, 

8.  Notice  of  claim  for  costs,  before  entry,  is  sufficient,  unless  plaintiff 
bas  parted  with  value,  as  consideration  fiT  consent  to  discontinue,  lb, 

DISCOVERY. 

1.  In  proceedings  to  obtain  a  discovery  of  books  and  papers  (3  B.  8,^ 
5  ed.,  298,  §  60-66),  the  insertion,  in  tbe  order  for  discovery,  of  • 
statement  of  the  consequences  of  not  obeying  it,  as  is  required  by 
rule  20,  although  not  authorized  by  the  'statute,  can  not  vitiate  the 
order.  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Rice  «.  Ehle,  65  Barb.,  185;  8.  C,  46 
How.  Pr.,  158. 

2.  Rule  that  the  affidavit  must  show  that  the  evidence  sougbt  for  can 
not  be  obtained  from  other  sources  [10  Abb.  Pr.,  840,  346], — reiter- 
ated. 1873,  Holtz  V.  Schmidt,  34  i\r.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonee  dk  &),  28. 

Appeal,  19. 

DISMISSAL  OF  COMPLAINT. 

}.  Although  a  bill  may  be  allowed  to  stand  over,  on  the  objection  of 
want  of  parties,  and  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  dismiss  it 
without  prejudice  to  a  new  action,  tbe  court  have  not  discretionary 
power  to  dismiss  the  action  absolutely,  for  want  of  parties,  as  that 
might  bar  a  now  suit  [4  Paige,  64;  7  Id.,  451;  Hoffm.,  816];  and 
sucb  a  dismissal  ]§  ground  of  reversal  on  appeal.  Ct,  of  App^ 
1873,  Sherman  t.  Parish,  53  N.  F.,  483. 
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DISTRICT  COURT. 

2.  A  dismissal  of  the  complaint  at  the  trial,  after  the  evidence  has 
been  closed  on  both  sides,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence on  a  material  point,  is  not  within  the  rule  in  Bidwell  v,  La- 
mont,  17  Hoto.  Pr,,  857;  and  Marine  Bank  v,  Clements,  31  N,  7"., 
33;  and  is  error  if  there  be  such  evidence.  1871,  Sulzbacher  v, 
DAvison,  34  JV.  T,  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  &  S,),  145. 


DISTRICT  COURT. 

1.  The  provision3  of  the  district  court  act  [Laws  of  1857,  ch.  344], 
having  been  interpreted  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment 
upon  the  giving  of  an  undertaking  in  a  certain  form,  and  such 
interpretation  having  for  fourteen  years  been  accepted  and  acted 
upon  by  the  justices  of  the  district  courts  and  the  counselors  of 
the  supreme  court,  practiciog  therein.  Held,  that  such  interpretation 
of  the  act,  even  though  erroneous,  would  be  upheld,  where  the 
adoption  of  a  different  rule  would  cause  great  mischief.  JN".  T. 
Com,  PL,  1871,  Van  Loon  d.  Lyon,  4  Dalt/y  149. 

2.  It  seems,  that  to  give  a  justice  of  one  of  the  district  courts  of  the 
city  of  New  York  jurisdiction  to  issue  an  attachment,  the  applicant 
must  give  a  bond  such  as  is  requiied  by  the  Revised  Statutes  (§  29, 
art.  2,  tit.  4,  ch.  2,  pt.  3)  in  cases  where  attachments  are  issued  by 
justices  of  the  peace  in  suits  for  $100  or  less.  Those  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  are  re-enacted  by  the  district  court  act  [Laws 
of  1857,  ch.  344,  §  20].     Per  J.  F.  Dalt,  J.     lb. 

8.  On  appeal  to  this  court  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  district 
court,  the  notice  of  appeal,  required  by  section  353  of  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, should  point  out  clearly  the  error  complained  of,  whether  in 
the  process,  pleadings,  proceedings  on  the  trial,  or  in  the  rendering 
of  judgment.  It  is  not  enough  to  state  generally  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  against  both  the  law  and  the  evidence,  and  should 
have  been  in  favor  of  the  appellants  and  against  the  respondents. 
JV.  r.  Com,  PL,  1871,  Begley  v.  Chose,  4  Daly,  157. 

4.  Where  the  notice  of  appeal  states  no  more  than  this,  the  judgment 
will  be  affirmed,  without  an  examination  of  the  merits.     lb. 

5.  By  the  district  court  act,  as  amended  hj  Laics  of  1862,  ch.  484, 
S  3,  which  provides  that  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  supreme 
court  shall  apply  to  the  district  courts  as  far  as  they  can  be  made 
applicable,  a  subsequent  action  can  not  be  brought  in  a  district 
court,  while  the  costs,  due  in  a  prior  action  for  the  samd  subject- 
matter,  which  action  has  been  discontinued  with  costs,  remain 
unpaid.  JV.  T.  Com.  PL,  1872,  Flewelling  f>.  Brandon,  4  Daly, 
888. 
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DOWBB. 


DIVORCE. 

1.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  brought  by  a  husband  against  his  second 
wife,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  first  wife  living  at  the  time  of 
the  second  marriage,  he  obtained  a  divorce  by  her  failure  to  defend; 
and  he  afterwards  married  a  third  wife.  The  second  wife  was 
subsequently  allowed  to  open  the  judgment  of  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  and  to  put  in  an  answer  alleging  the  validity  of 
the  second  marriage.  The  third  wife  then  obtained  leave  of  court 
to  intervene,  and  she  put  in  an  answer  alleging  the  invalidity  of 
the  second  marriage,  and  insisting  on  the  validity  of  her  own,  the 
third.     Held^  that  without  any  amendment  of  the  complaint,  the 

court  could  not  adjudge  both  the  second  and  third  marriages  void. 

Anonymous,  Ante^  171. 

2.  It  is  only  where  such  relief  is  applied  for  in  the  manner  prescribed 
in  the  statute,  by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  claimed  to 
be  unlawful  on  account  of  the  existence  of  a  former  hnsband  or 
wife  of  one  of  them,  that  the  statute  allows  such  marriage  to  be 
adjudged  void.     Ih, 

8.  Plaintiff  and  T.,  her  husband,  were  residents  of  Massachusetts. 
She  went  to  Vermont,  and  obtained  a  divorce  for  abandonment 
Service  of  some  papers  was  admitted  by  T.  in  Kassachasetts,  who 
waived  all  irregularities  in  the  service.  Subsequently  plaintiff  married 
defendant  in  this  State,  and  now  brought  this  action  for  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  adultery.  Defendant  answered  that  the  divorce 
granted  in  Vermont  is  a  nullity.  Held^  that  the  cause  of  action  in 
the  former  suit  not  having  accrued  while  the  parties  were  domi- 
ciled there,  the  courts  of  that  State  acquired  no  jurisdiction  [4 
Lans.,  888;  57  Barb.,  805];  that  the  service  outside  the  State  was 
a  nullity  [43  Barb.,  817],  and  that  the  answer  set  forth  a  good 
defense.  [41  N.  Y.,  272;  81  Barb.,  69;  12  Id.,  640;  15  Johns., 
141;  4  Paige,  425;  2  Bish.  on  M.  and  D.,  §  156  (731),  4  ed.] 
1874,  Moe  v,  Moe,  2  Supreme   Ct,  {T,  db  C),  647. 

4.  The  wife^s  having  venereal  disease,  though  herself  unsuspected  of 
infidelity,  not,  alone,  evidence  of  husband's  infidelity.  Homburger 
V,  Homburger,  46  Bow.  Pr.,  846. 

5.  Burden  of  proof,  and  eflfect  of  delay,  in  case  of  divorce  sought 
for  impotence.     Cuno  v.  Cuno,  6  Eng.  B.  {Moah's  JBd.),  73. 

Answbr,  8-5;  Complaint,  7. 

DOWER. 

1.  The  devisee  of  land,  subject  to  a  power  given  to  the  executors  to 
sell  and  convey,  has  a  vested  estate,  of  which,  on  his  death  aftei 
the  testator's  death,  and  before  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale, 
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■QUITT. 

bis  widow  is  entitled  to  dower;  and  on  a  subsequent  exercise  of  tbe 
power  of  sale,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution  of 
the  proceeds,  when  brought  into  the  surrogate's  court  under  Laws  of 
1887,  ch.  460,  §  75  (3  B.  8^,  5  ed.,  198,  §  72).  Timpson's  Estate, 
AnUy  230. 

2.  The  widow  is  entitled  to  crops  planted  before  her  husband's  death, 
and  growing  on  the  lands  assigned  to  her  for  dower.  [2  Coke's 
Inst.,  80;  1  Greenl.  Cruse,  194,  §  29;  4  Kent  Com.,  66;  17  Pick., 
236;  6  N.  Y.,  597;  Will  on  Ex.,  638-635.]  And  her  omission  to 
object  to  including  them  as  assets  in  the  inventory,  and  to  the  sale 
of  them  as  such,  does  not  waive  her  claim.  1873,  Clark  v.  Battorf, 
1  Supreme  Ct^  58. 

8.  The  amount  payable  to  a  dowress  in  lieu  of  dower  is  fixed  by 
statute  [3  R  S.  (5  ed.),  618,  $  61],  and  this  amount  can  not  be 
changed  by  rule  of  court.  So  far  as  rule  85  of  this  court  conflicts 
with  the  statute  it  must  yield.  1874,  Banks  v.  Banks,  2  Supreme  Ct, 
{Td:C,\  488. 

4.  As  between  a  wife  and  any  other  than  the  State,  or  its  delegates  or 
agents,  exercising  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  an  inchoate  right 
of  dower  in  lands  is  a  subsisting  and  valuable  interest ;  and  the 
wife  may  maintain  an  action  for  damages  for  fraud  by  which  she 
was  induced  to  release  the  same.  Ct,  of  App.y  1873,  Simar  v. 
Canaday,  53  N.  F.,  298. 

DRAINAGE. 

Proceedings  under  the  Orange  county  act.  Houston  v.  Wheeler, 
52  JV.  r.,  641. 

ELECTION  OF  REMEDIES. 

In  case  of  a  warranty  of  quality.  Day  v.  Pool,  52  y,  F.,  416; 
affirming  63  Barb.,  506. 

EQUITY. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  delivery  of  deeds 
or  other  instruments  to  the  persons  entitled  to  their  possession. 
[Story  Eq.  Juris.,  §  703,  Willard's  Eq.  Juris.,  807.]  1878,  Stanton 
9.  Miller,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <&  C),  28. 

2.  Relief  in  equity  will  never  be  denied,  merely  because  the  elements 
of  some  well  defined  trust  or  fiduciary  obligation,  are  wanting. 
[4  Myl.  &  Cr.,  269.]  1873,  Piatt  v.  Piatt,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C), 
25. 

8.  The  rule  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not,  where  the  fraudulent 
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purpose  is  disclosed,  give  relief  to  cither  of  the  parties  to  the  deed 
who  are  implicated  in  the  fraud  [Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  298,  299; 
52  Barb.,  271], — illustrated.  1873,  Mapes  v,  Snyder,  2  Svpreme  Ct. 
{T.  &  (7.),  818. 
4.  The  doctrine  of  relief,  in  equity,  against  forfeitures,  in  its  applica- 
tion to  life  insurance.  1878,  Hayner  «.  American  Popular  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  85  i\r.  7.  Superior  Ct.  (8  Janet  <ft  8.),  266.  See  note  at 
p.  282. 

ERROR. 

1.  To  make  a  legal  error,  in  a  finding  of  fact  which  this  court  may 
review,  there  must  be  no  evidence  in  the  case  upon  which  the 
findings  may  be  based.  To  make  such  error  in  a  refusal  to  find, 
the  evidence  must  be  clearly  conclusive  in  favor  of  the  finding 
proposed.  Ct.  of  App.j  1878,  Bryce  v.  Lorillard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  46 
How.  Pr.y  498;  aflSjrming  85  Jf.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jorhes  d  A), 
894. 

2.  The  rule  that  error  at  the  trial  may  be  overlooked  by  the  appellate 
court  when  the  party  complaining  was  not  prejudiced  thereby,  is 
in  criminal  cases,  only  applicable  where  the  error  could  by  no  poe- 
sibility  have  produced  injury.  Ct.  o/App.,  1878,  Stokes  v.  People, 
68  iV:  Y.,  164. 

8.  A  prisoner  convicted  of  felony  brought  a  writ  of  error,  but  failed 
to  l^ave  a  record  made  up  which  would  show  the  proceedings  on 
the  trial.  It  was  claimed  that  certain  matters  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  proceedings  on  the  trial  were  omitted,  but  these 
omissions  did  not  appear  by  the  return.  Beld^  that  the  prisoner 
could  not  take  advantage  of  his  own  laches  in  neglecting  to  have  a 
proper  return  made,  and  this  court  could  not  interfere.  1873,  Dent 
9.  People,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  655;  S.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  264. 

4.  The  exclusion  of  a  competent  juror,  not  error  for  which  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted.  1873,  Armsby  v.  People,  2  Supreme  Ct. 
(T.  <fe  C),  157. 

5.  Judgment  in  criminal  cases  not  reversed  for  technical  error. 
Higgins  V.  People,  1  Lane.,  110. 

ESTOPPEL. 

A  person  who  has  signed  a  petition  for  the  repaving  of  a  street  is  not 
estopped  from  contesting  the  legality  of  an  assessment  therefor, 
upon  the  ground  that  a  majority  of  the  property' owners  did  not 
consent.     1873,  Matter  of  Sharp,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <t  C7.),  427. 

Evidence.  1 :  Executors  and  Administrators,  6,   ;  Jxtdousnt,  7, 8; 

Pleading,  16. 
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EVIDENCE. 

1.  When  a  former  adjudication  is  set  up  in  bar  to  a  second  action,  it 
is  competent  to  prove  by  parole  that  the  demand  in  the  second  suit 
had  not  accrued  at  the  time  of  the  first,  and  that  it  was  excluded  from 
recovery  in  the  first  on  that  ground ;  and  this  may  be  proved  by  the 
testimony  of  a  juror.  In  such  case,  the  defendant  having  defeated 
a  recovery  for  the  demand  in  the  first  action,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  due,  will  be  estopped  from  relying  on  the  adjudication  as 
a  bar  to  the  second.  Sujjreme  Ct,,  1878,  Marcellus  v.  Countryman, 
65  Barh.,  201. 

2.  Competency  of  acts  and  declarations  of  confederates  in  criminal 
cases.     OrmsbytJ.  People,  53  iV.  F.,  472. 

8.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  one  disputing  the  authority  of  an 
administrator,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  surro- 
gate, to  show  such  want  of  jurisdiction.  Ct,  ofApp,^  1873,  Welch 
t>.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  63  N.  F.,  610. 

4.  An  attachment  issued  by  a  county  judge  for  disobedience  to  his 
order,  is  presumed  to  have  been  issued  on  proper  proof;  and  in  an 
action  for  false  imprisonment,  where  the  judge  testified  that  he 
could  not  remember  how  the  proof  was  made,  but  thought  it  had 
been, — ffeldy  that  the  burden  of  proving  the  negative  was  on  the 
plain tiflf.  Miller  «.  Adams,  7  Lana,^  131.  (AfSrmed  in  52  N, 
r.,  409.) 

6.  Evidence  that  the  payee  of  a  note  was  the  attorney  or  agent  of 
another  person  beneficially  interested,  not  excluded  as  tending  to 
contradict  the  writing.  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Stebbins  v.  Brown 
(No.  2),  65  Barb,,  274. 

6.  A  bill  of  items,  proved  to  have  been  copied  from  original  entries, 
is  admissible,  at  least,  to  show  what  charges  were  actually  made. 
And  books  of  original  entry,  and  books  of  entries  transcribed  from 
lost  books,  are  admissil)le  in  evidence,  as  memoranda  of  witnesses 
who  testify  to  delivery  of  the  items  of  the  account.  Supreme  Ct.y 
1873,  Green  v,  Disbrow,  7  Lana.,  381. 

7.  In  an  action  against  the  guarantor  of  a  mortgage,  the  breach  al- 
leged being  non-payment,  and  the  answer,  besides  impeaching  the 
guaranty,  setting  up  that  plaintiff  had  received  satisfaction,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  plaintiff  to  prove  non-payment;  because,  1,  he 
alleged  non-paymept;  2,  this  non-payment  was  by  a  third  person, 
and  equally  within  plaintiff^s  knowledge ;  8,  the  amount  received  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  peculiarly  within  plaintifi^s  knowledge ; 
4,  the  case  was  one  which  entitled  defendant,  as  a  surety,  to  an 
account.  1872,  Schlesinger  v,  Hexter,  34  if.  T,  Superior  Ct,  (2 
Janes  &  5.),  499 
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8.  Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  for  services  rendered  at  an  agreed  rate  of 
compensation.  Defendant  settled  the  suit  by  paying  a  sum  not 
stated.  In  a  subsequent  action  to  recover  for  services  alleged  to 
have  been  performed  under  the  same  contract, — Held^  that  it  not 
appearing  for  what  sum  the  settlement  in  the  former  action  was 
made,  the  proceedings  in  that  action  were  not  evidence  in  the 
second  action  on  the  question  of  the  rate  of  compensation  agreed 
on  between  the  parties.  N,  T,  Com.  PI,,  1871,  Briggs  v.  Smith,  4 
Daly,  110. 

9.  Rules  as  to  the  weight  of  evidence  in  the  case  of  mntual  mistake, 
alleged  as  ground  for  reforming  a  contract.  1878,  Bryce  v. 
Lorillard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  36  N.  JT.  Superior  Ct.  (8  Jansa  d  A),  8W; 
affirmed  in  46  Eov),  Pr,^  498. 

10.  Rules  as  to  exclusion  of  parol  evidence  to  alter  written  contracts, 
— applied  in  an  action  on  a  note.  Sickles  v.  Qillies,  35  N,  T, 
Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  dt  <S.),  14. 

11.  —  Limited  to  the  parties  to  the  contract.  C^.  of  App.,  1878, 
Coleman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Elmira,  53  JV.  F.,  388. 

12.  —  Exceptions  to  the  general  rule.  1873,  Hope  «.  Smith,  35 
JV.  F.  Superior  Ct,  (3  Jones  &  A),  458. 

13.  On  tBc  question  of  the  mutual  rights  of  third  persons,  not  parties 
on  the  record,  such  evidence  is  admissible  as  would  have  beea 
receivable  between  those  persons.  Ct,  of  App,,tB7S,  Ledwicfav. 
McKim,  63  JV.  F.,  307,  affirming  34  2f.  Y,  Superior  Ct.  (8  Jones  & 
S.\  304. 

14.  In  an  action  on  a  verbal  agreement,  a  covenant  or  bond  to  similar 
effect,  was  held  admissible.  Tuttle  v,  Hannegan,  4  Daly,  92, 
affirmed  in  54  JV.  F,  686. 

15.  Damages  resulting  from  breach  of  contract  must  be  proven  with 
reasonable  certainty.  They  can  not  be  based  upon  speculation  and 
conjecture.  Supreme  Ct,,  1873,  Hollo  way  r.  Stevens,  46  Bow,  Pr,, 
363. 

16.  The  cost  of  a  structure  such  as  an  ice-bouse  can  not  be  proved  by 
evidence  of  the  cost  of  another  similar  structure,  for  this  would 
involve  a  collateral  issue  of  comparison.  Qouge  v,  Roberts,  58 
N,  F,  619. 

17.  It  seems  that  it  is  discretionary  with  the  judge  on  the  trial  whether 
or  not  to  admit  evidence  of  the  silence  of  the  prisoner  when  under 
arrest  for  the  crime  for  which  he  is  being  tfied.  [Reviewing  au- 
thorities,]   1873,  Ormsby  v.  People,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  S  C.\  157. 

18.  Where  evidence  of  this  character  was  admitted,  and  afterwards 
confirmed  by  other  testimony, — Held,  no  error.    IIk 

19.  J.  T.  and  E.  were  copartners,  W.  conspired  with  E.  to  obtain  from 
the  latter  the  firm  note  for  an  indebtedness  from  E.  to  W.    £• 
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made  tbe  note,  then  absconded  for  a  time,  and  W.  brought  suit  on 
the  note,  and  levied  an  attachment  on  the  goods  of  the  firm  J.  &  T. 
Plaintiflfe  here  commenced  this  action  for  dissolation,  for  a  receiver, 
for  an  accounting,  for  an  injunction  restraining  W.  from  interfer- 
ing with  the  copartnership  assets,  and  that  it  be  determined 
whether  the  note  given  by  E.  was  an  individual  or  a  copartnership 
debt.  Pending  this  action,  the  suit  by  W.  was  tried  and  plaintiffs 
here  were  successful.  Beldj  that  the  judgment  roll  in  the  suit 
brought  by  W.  was  admissible  in  this  action,  the  existence  of  the 
action  having  been  pleaded,  and  that  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the 
relief  sought,  and  that  W.  was  a  proper  party.  1873^  Jennings  v. 
Whittemore,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  d  (7.),  377. 

20.  In  proceedings  by  a  gaslight  company  to  acquire  lands  for  laying 
its  pipes,  &c.,  under  a  special  provision  in  its  charter,  a  witness  was 
asked  the  additional  expense  of  digging  and  maintaining  a  drain, 
made  necessary  by  the  use  of  the  land  by  the  company.  Held,  com- 
petent. .1873,  Bloomfield,  <&c.  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Calkins,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  iT.<kC.)y  549. 

21.  A  witness  not  in  the  employ  of  a  bank  at  the  time  entries  were 
made  in  its  books,  can  not  give  his  opinion  as  to  what  the  entries 
showed.     1873,  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  &  (7.),  63. 

22.  Nor  can  a  witness  not  shown  to  have  made  the  entry  state  what, . 
in  his  opinion,  the  entry  referred  to.     Ih, 

28.  To  prove  a  failure  of  title  to  chattels  sold,  the  purchaser  put  in 
evidence  a  record  of  forfeiture  under  the  internal  revenue  act, 
which  record  did  not  indicate  the  time  or  times  at  which  the 
offenses  for  which  the  forfeiture  was  adjudged  were  committed. 
HM,  that  this  could  be  supplied  by  extrinsic  evidence.  [4  N.  Y.,  71 ; 
11  Id.,  420;  26  Id.,  117.]  CU  of  App.,  1873,  McKnight  v.  Devlin, 
52  J^.  r.,  399. 

24.  To  establish  fraud.  Jaeger  v.  Kelly,  52  i\r.  F.,  274;  afSrming  44 
How.  Pr.,  122. 

25.  The  interest  of  a  party  charged  with  fraud  may  be  given  in 
evidence.  [35  Barb.,  630;  33  Id.,  127;  14  N.  Y.,  567.]  Steams  v. 
Ingraham,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  dj  (7.),  218. 

26.  Evidence  which  as  corroborative  miglit  be  proper,  may  still  be  in- 
competent because  also  tending  to  prove  frauds  by  defendant  other 
than  those  in  issue.     lb. 

27.  Rules  as  to  proof  of  handwriting.  Morey  v.  Safe  Deposit  Co., 
84  N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonee  di.S.),  154. 

28.  Minutes  of  grand  jury  showing  indictment  ordered  against  the 
accused,  on  the  complaint  of  the  deceased,  Held,  inadmissible  on 
trial  for  homicide,  without  proof  that  the  accused  had  knowledge 
of  such  action.     Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Stokes  t>.  People,  53  N.  F.,  164. 
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29.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  id  juries  to  lands,  the  question 
''-what  was  the  annual  damage?"  is  inadmissible  [29  N.  T.,  9; 
44  Barb.,  120.]  The  witness  may  give  the  annual  value  before  and 
after  the  injury,  but  it  is  for  the  jury  to  find  the  amount  of  re* 
suiting  damage.  1873,  Hudson  v.  Caryl,  2  Supreme  CL  (T.  S  C.\ 
245. 

80.  Insolvency  of  corporation  presumed  from  appointment  of  r^ 
ceiver.     Sands  v.  Graves,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  d;  C),  ad  den.  13. 

81.  On  a  question  of  legitimacy,  the  declarations  of  the  alleged  wife 
of  the  ancestor,  both  being  dead,  are  competent  to  prove  that  the 
ancestor  and  she  were  husband  and  wife.  [25  Wend.,  205;  38 
N.  Y.,  290,  298.]  1878,  Alexander  f>.  Chamberlain,  1  Supreme  tt. 
(r.  cfe  (7.),  600. 

82.  Requisite  proof  of  marriage  promises.  Homan  v.  Earle,  58  3**.  f., 
267;  affirming  13  AN>.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  402. 

83.  In  an  action  for  criminal  conversation,  a  certificate  of  a  jastice 
of  the  peace  as  to  the  fact  of  the  marriage,  which  does  not  conform 
to  the  statute,  is  insufficient  to  prove  such  marriage.  1873,  Dum 
V.  Kingdom,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  S  C),  492. 

84.  The  rule  that  in  actions  for  criminal  conversation,  divorce,  and 
in  prosecutions  for  bigamy,  an  actual  marriage  must  be  proveD, 
that  a  marriage  proved  by  reputation  is  not  sufficient  [2  Phil.  £▼•» 
20t;  Cowcn  «fc  Hill's  notes  (783),  410;  4  Burr.,  2057;  1  Doug.f 
170;  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  49;  4  Johns.,  53;  7  Id.,  314,]— reiterated.  Ih. 

85.  Minutes  of  former  trial,  taken  by  deceased  counsel,  excluded. 
Crunch  v.  Parker,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  <t  (7.),  adden.,  1. 

86.  Requisites  of  certificate  of  organization  of  national  bank.  1873, 
Merchant's  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v,  Cardozo,  35  JV.  T,  Superior  Ct,  (8 
Jones  &  S,\  162. 

87.  By  reason  of  the  difficulties  in  tracing  goods  lost  on  connecting 
lines  of  railroad,  books  kept  by  a  railroad  company,  when  proven  to 
be  such,  are  competent  evidence  prima  fade  of  the  entries  therein 
of  the  receipt  of  such  goods ;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  prove  that  an 
entry  is  in  the  handwriting  of  any  servant  of  the  company,  if  it 
appears  that  the  entries  have  been  made  in  the  same  handwriting  for 
such  a  length  of  time  as  to  satisfy  a  jury  that  the  person  making 
the  entries  was  the  recognized  agent  of  the  company.  1873,  Root  f. 
Great  Western  Railway  Co.,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (21  ^  C.\  10. 

88.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of 
defendant,  the  true  rule  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  of  the  concurring 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintift  is,  that  plaintiff  must  satisfy 
the  jury,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  recover,  that  he  was  not  guilty  of 
negligence  which  contributed  to-  produce  the  injury  for  which  the 
action  is  brought;  but  is  not  called  on  to  make  such  proof  in  the 
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first  instance,  unless  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  his  own  wit- 
nesses tend  to  show  him  guilty  of  negligence.  When  his  negli- 
gence is  not  thus  established  it  is  to  be  affirmatively  proved  by  the 
defendant.  In  any  view  of  it,  it  is  purely  matter  of  defense.  [Re- 
viewing authorities  and  following  20  N.  Y.,  65;  43  How.  Pr.,  222.] 
Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Robinson  v,  N.  Y.  Central,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  66 
£arh,y  146. 
89.  When  a  loss  has  been  occasioned  by  apparent  negligence  of  a  ferry- 
man in  not  providing  suificient  guards,  the  burden  is  on  him  to 
show  that  the  accident  was  not  occasioned  by  his  fault.  Ct,  ofApp^ 
1878,  Wyckoff  «.  Queens  Co.  ^erry  Co.,  52  N.  F:,  32. 

40.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  loss  of  plaintiff^s  property  by  negli- 
gence of  a  ferryman,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  a  witness  whether 
after  the  accident  she  had  expressed  the  opinion  that  plaintiff  might 
have  prevented  the  accident ;  at  leasts  unless  the  foundation  be  laid 
for  it  as  evidence  impeaching  her  testimony,     lb. 

41.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  (not  shown  to  be  qualified)  as  to  the 
amount  of  injury  sustained  by  premises  in  consequence  of  neglect, 
is  inadmissible.  [29  N.  Y.,  9.]  1873,  Robinson  v.  Kinne,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  (T.ikC),  60. 

43.  A  witness  was  asked  "  where  was  the  steer  when  the  train  ^ruck 
him,  as  indicated  by  the  marks  on  the  ground  and  track  ?  "  Beld^ 
competent  as  matter  of  fact,  not  of  opinion.  1874,  Fanning  v.  L. 
I.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  <b  (7.),  685. 

48.  Distinctions  between  presumptions  of  law  and  presumptions  of 
fact.     Justice  v.  Lang,  52  JV.  F.,  323. 

44.  It  seems,  that  the  court,  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  popula- 
tion of  counties  and  of  their  public  officers.  Supreme  Ct.,  1872, 
Farley  t.  McConnell,  7  Lans.,  428;  affirmed  in  52  N.  F.,  630. 

45.  In  an  action  for  the  seizure,  on  execution,  of  property,  which 
toe  plaintiff  claims  was  exempt,  it  is  sufficient  for  him  to  prove 
that  the  articles  levied  on  and  claimed  were  those  specified  by  the 
statute^  were  necessary,  and  were  vdthin  the  value  limited,  &c., 
without  going  into  proof  of  what  other  property  he  may  have 
owDcd.  [57  Barb.,  641.]  1873,  Reinecke  v.  Flecke,  35  N.  F. 
Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  Jc  S.),  491. 

46;  In  an  action  for  recovery  of  real  property,  where  there  was  proof 
that  an  original  redemption  affidavit  was  presented  to  the  sheriff; 
that  search  had  been  made  in  the  county  clerk's  office  for  the 
redemption  papers,  but  they  were  not  found;  and  that  it.  was 
probable  they  had  been  destroyed  by  fire  if  ever  there ; — Ileld,  that 
no  distinct  objection  having  been  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
search,  a  copy  of  the  redemption  affidavit  was  properly  received  in 
evidence.     Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Rice  v.  Davis,  7  Lans.,  898. 
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47.  The  regularity  of  proceedings  to  redeem,  presamed  from  wMi 
in  sheriff's  deed,     lb, 

48.  The  original  sheriff's  certificate  of  redemption  is  by  statate/ftiM 
fane  evidence  of  facts  therein  stated.   [8  R.  8.,  5  ed.,  §§  84,  85.]  H, 

40.  The  receipt  or  certificate  of  the  sheriff  who  made  a  sale  on  ex- 
ecution is  sufficient  evidence  of  payment  of  the  redemption  money, 
and  establishes  the  complete  redemption  of  the  property  from  the 
sale  under  the  execution.     Elsworth  t.  Muldoon,  Antej  440. 

60.  Such  certificate  need  not  be  acknowledged  or  filed.     lb. 

61.  A  memorandum  made  upon  such  receipt,  by  an  attorney  since 
deceased,  that  he  made  the  payment  and  took  the  receipt  for  the 
debtor,  naming  him,  is  also  admissible  to  prove  the  redemption. 
lb. 

62.  Recitals  as  evidence.  Christie  v.  Ghige,  3  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  &  C), 
844. 

68.  Statutory  presumptions  as  to  tax  sales;  and  invalidity  of  assees- 
ments  without  verification.  '  Johnson  v.  Elwood,  58  N.  F.,  481. 

64.  Of  value  of  merchandise,  by  auction  sale.  Heinmuller  v.  Abbott, 
84  iV.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  ik  S.\  328. 

65.  Appropriate  evidence  of  the  value  of  attorney's  services.  Garfield 
».  Kirk,  65  Barb.,  464;  Harland  v.  Lilienthal,  68  N.  71,  488. 

66.  Sale  of  merchandise  in  1866  not  evidence  of  value  in  1804. 
Whelan  «.  Lynch,  65  Barb.,  826. 

67.  Rules  as  to  proving  value  of  horse.  Sunderlin  r.  Wyman,  1 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  cfc  C.\  addcn.,  17. 

68.  Admissibility  of  price  current.     Whelan  «.  Ljrnch,  65  Barb.,  826. 
50.  Extrinsic  evidence  of  testator's  intent.     Phillips  c.  McCombs^  58 

N.  r.,404. 

Cause    of   Action,    8;    Divorce,    4;    Jomr    Stock    Co3fpA2rT; 
Judgment,  5,  16;  Malicious  Prosecution,  3;  Kew  Trial; 

Pleading,  81;  Trials,  28. 

EXAMINATION  OF  PARTY. 

If  a  party  attending  to  testify,  on  his  examination  as  a  witness  before 
trial  at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party,  refuses  to  answer  a  ma- 
terial and  proper  question,  his  pleading  may  be  stricken  oat 
Richards  v.  Judd,  Ante,  184. 

EXCEPTION. 

1.  Where  evidence  has  been  admitted  by  a  referee  under  objection, 
the  presumption  is,  that,  as  he  held  the  evidence  not  only  compe- 
tent, but  material,  it  may  have  influenced  his  findings.  And  it 
must  very  clearly  appear  that  it  could  have  had  no  such  inflaencei 
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before  the  court,  in  an  action  at  law,  can  disregard  the  objection  to 
it      1873,  Smith  «.  Smith,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C,\  63. 

2.  Rules  applicable  to  exception,  or  the  omission  to  except,  on  the 
trial  by  jury  of  specific  questions  of  fact,  under  section  72  of  the 
Code.     Vermilyea  v.  Palmer,  52  N,  F.,  471. 

8.  The  right  of  the  party  holding  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  to 
open  and  close  at  the  trial,  is  a  legal  right,  and  if  refused  by  the 
judge,  an  exception  lies.     Millerd  i>.  Thorn,  AnU^  371. 

4.  The  rule  that  an  exception  is  unavailing  unless  some  ground  is  stated 
therefor  [20  N.  Y.,  32;  50  Id.,  892  ;  3  Keyes,  816],  does  not  apply 
where  the  evidence  is  upon  its  face  inadmissible.  In  such  case, 
upon  objection  being  made,  the  party  offering  it  is  bound  to  show 
its  admissibility.  [88  N.  Y.,  828.]  1878,  Childs  ©.  Delaney,  1  8x11^ 
preme  CL  (T.  &  (7.),. 506. 

5.  The  rule  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  plaintiff  should  request  that 
the  case  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  in  order  to  give  him  benefit  of 
an  exception  to  a  direction  of  the  court  that  a  verdict  be  given  for 
defendant,— applied.  [47  N.  Y.,  566.]  CU  of  App.,  1873,  Freck- 
ing  V,  Holland,  53  K  F.,  422;  reversing  83  iV.  T.  Svperior  Ct,  (1 
Jones  S  8,),  400. 

6.  The  court  charged  the  jury,  in  substance,  that  if  they  believed 
plaintifiPs  statement,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  a  specific  sum.  Eeld 
that  this  involved  two  propositions,  viz.,  the  right  to  recover  and 
the  measure  of  damages, — within  the  rule  that  an  exception  must 
be  specific  to  each  proposition.  Ct.  ofApp.  1873,  Hayden  v.  Demets, 
68  If.  r.,  426;  affirming  84  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  3.),  844/ 

7.  After  a  trial  before  a  referee,  a  party  can  not,  on  the  settlement  of 

the  case  for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal,  request  findings  of  fact,  and 

except  to  the  referee's  refusal  to  make  them.   There  is  no  authority 

for  taking  exceptions,  except  on  the  decision  of  questions  of  law 

occurring  during  the  trial,    and  except  also  to  findings  of  law 

contained  in  the  report,  such  exceptions  being  taken  within  ten 

days  after  notice  of  the  judgment,  and  except  also  that  class  of 

exceptions  formerly  allowed  in  equity  to  reports  on  taking  accounts, 

&c.     Requests  for  findings  upon  which  to  base  exceptions,  should 

be  made  before  the  submission  of  the  cause  to  the  referee,  like 

requests  to  charge.     After  report,  the  remedy  for  the  referee's 

omission  to  make  desired  findings  is  to  apply  to  the  court  to  send 

the  case  back  to  the  referee.     [Citing  authorities.]    The  provision 

of  rule  41,  that  the  judge  or  referee  shall,  at  the  time  of  settling 

the  case  or  exceptions,  find  on  such  other  questions  of  fact  as  may 

be  required  by  either  party  and  may  be  material  to  the  issue, — 

relates  to  questions  of  fact  only,  and  like  the  proviso  in  section  268 

is  simply  directory,  and  does  not  authorize  the  judge  or  referee  to 
H.  s.— XV.— 83 
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insert  in  the  case  new  exceptions,  or  exceptions  not  in  fact  takea 
when  the  request  could  be  granted.  Supreme  Ct.,  1378.  CanoU 
V.  Stat  en  Isbind  R.  R.  Co.,  65  Barb,^  82. 

8.  The  only  findings  that  a  judge  or  referee  can  make  at  the  time  of 
settling  the  case  or  exceptions  are  in  addition  to  those  prcviougly 
found,  and  not  in  contradiction  thereof.  If  the  findings  incorpo- 
rated in  the  record  of  judgment  are  erroneous,  application  must  be 
made  to  the  court  to  send  them  back  for  correction.  Findings 
contradictory  thereto  made  on  the  settlement  of  the  case  can  not  be 
regard  d  on  appeal.  Supreme  Ct,^  1878,  Pendleton  «.  Hughes, 
65  Barh,^  136. 

9.  Exceptions  to  findings  of  fact  are  not  authorized.  Garfield  «. 
Elirk,  65  BarK,  464:  nor  to  refusal  to  find  additional  facts.  Rogers 
«.  Wheeler,  52  iV;  7.,  262;  affirming  6  Lam.,  420. 

10.  A  stipulation  between  counsel  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  may,  on 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  be  heard  in  the  first  in.<itance  at  general 
term,  is  irregular,  1873,  Pendleton  t.  Pendleton,  1  Supreme  CL 
{T.  dt  C7.),  95. 

11.  When  the  exceptions  are  ordered  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance 
at  general  term,  the  party  moving  for  a  new  trial  is  confined  t^  the 
exceptions  taken  at  the  trial,  and  he  also  loses  the  right  of  reyiew 
upon  the  evidence  in  the  case.  1878,  Siegel  t).  Schantz,  2  Supremt 
Ct.  {T,  dc  a),  358. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Execution  must  in  all  respects  follo\i^  the  judgment,  be  warranted 
by  it,  and  strictly  pursue  it.  Farmers*  &  Mechanics'  National  Bonk 
V,  Crane,  Ante,  434. 

2.  If  the  judgment  be  against  two,  execution  against  the  person  of 
one  alone  can  nut  be  issued,  even  after  the  other  has  been  discharged. 
An  exoneration  of  one  must  be  by  indorsing  a  direction  to  the 
sheriff.     Tb. 

8.  An  execution  against  the  person  of  a  defendant  should  be  set  aside, 
unless  an  execution  against  his  property  was  previously  issued  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  same  county,  and  returned  unsatisfied.  Noe  f. 
Christie,  Ante^  846. 

4.  After  defendant  is  in  custody  of  the  sheriff,  on  execution,  plaintiff 
can  not  issue  another  execution  against  the  person  of  defendant  on 
the  same  judgment,  even  to  another  county.     lb, 

5.  Married  woman  not  liable  to  execution  against  the  person  on  judg* 
ment  for  costs  against  her  in  her  unsuccessful  suit  for  slander. 
Maloy  V,  Dagnal,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  <k  C),  adden.,  10. 

6»  A  sheriff  levied  process  on  a  safe  which  did  not  belong  to  tho 
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judgment  debtor,  and  in  which  was  locked  up  merchandise  belong- 
ing to  still  another  person,  the  present  plaintiff.  The  sheriff  re- 
moved the  safe  and  contents  to  an  auction  room,  unpacked  the 
merchandise  and  deposited  it,  marked  with  his  name  upon  it,  with 
the  auctioneer,  and  sold  the  safe  on  the  execution.  Held^  that  the 
seizure  of  the  safe  being  wrongful,  that  of  the  contents  was  so, 
also ;  but  the  obligors  in  the  indemnity  bond  given  to  the  sheriff 
were  not  liable  in  respect  of  the  contents,  without  proof  that  they 
had  knowledge  thereof.     Chapman  o.  Douglas,  AnUy  421. 

7.  One  who  points  out  property  to  an  officer  with  process,  as  belong- 
ing to  a  third  person,  in  consequence  of  which  the  officer  levies  and 
sells  it,  is  estopped,  as  against  the  officer,  from  subsequently  claim- 
ing that  it  was  his  own.  1873,  Chapman  v.  O^Brien,  84  if.  T. 
Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  d  8,),  526. 

8.  Although  the  provision  of  the  Code  (section  282)  terminates  wholly 
the  lien  of  a  judgment  on  real  property,  at  the  expiration  of  ten 
years,  instead  of  allowing  it  to  continue,  as  under  2  B,  8,,  Edm,  Ed,^ 
371,  §§  3,  4,  as  against  the  debtor, — yet,  under  the  Code,  as  be- 
fore, an  execution  may  be  issued,  and  a  levy  and  sale  be  made  after 
the  lapse  of  ten  years,  if  the  debtor  still  remains  owner.  1872, 
Beard  c.  Sinnott,  35  N,  F.  8uperior  Ct  (3  Jones  &  >8^.),  61. 

9.  It  seems^  that  a  surrogate's  order  allowing  execution  to  issue,  though 
made  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years  from  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment, revives  the  judgment  as  against  the  heirs.     Ih, 

10.  A  new  award  of  execution  is  not  necessary  on  the  recapture  of  a. 
prisoner  after  his  escape  from  prison  before  the  expiration  of  his 
term.  The  original  judgment  and  execution  will  authorize  hie 
imprisonment  for  the  completion  of  the  term.  Ct,  of  App.y  1878 
Haggerty  v.  People,  53  N,  F.,  476;  reversing  as  to  the  proceeding^ 
below,  6  Lans. ,  332. 

11.  Whore  only  the  summons  is  served,  and  there  is  no  appearance,, 
if  the  complaint  alleges  fraud  on  the  part  of  defendant,  but  plaintiff 
does  not  procure  an  order  of  arrest  before  judgment,  he  waives  the 
remedy  against  the  person.  [45  N.  Y.,  349.]  And  according  to  the 
law  of  this  State,  any  remedy  by  reason  of  the  fraud  is  regarded  as 
merged  in  the  judgment.  Whether  under  the  bankrupt  l&w^  act  of 
Congress,  1867,  section  33,  the  remedy  against  the  person  can  be 
deemed  preserved, — query,  Ct,  of  App,^  1873,  Shuman  v,  Strauss, 
52  N.  r.,  404;  affirming  in  effect  34  If,  F.  Superior  dt,  (2  Jones  & 
8,\  6. 

12.  The  court  having  jurisdiction  of  an  action  in  which  it  had  given 
judgment,  and  execution  against  the  person  had  been  awarded  and 
executed,  may  set  aside  the  execution  on  applicatiob  in  a  proper 
case,  especially  if  this  be  done  before  the  return  day ;  though  it 
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may  be  otherwise  of  dischargiiig  the  defendant  without  settiog 
aside  the  writ.     Ct,  of  App,^  1873,  Pinckney  t>.  Hegeman,  53  N,  7.; 
31 ;  affirming  4  Lans,,  874. 
18.  Sale  under  execution,  after  release  or  payment  of  judgment,— 
Held^  void.     Still  well  v.  Carpenter,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  db  C),  615. 

14.  The  payment,  by  a  collecting  agent,  of  moneys  of  bis  principal  to 
the  sheriff,  on  an  execution  issued  in  a  suit  in  which  such  moneys 
had  been  attached  in  his  hands  as  the  property  of  his  principal,  is 
no  protection  to  the  agent  against  an  action  by  one  who,  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  attachment  suit,  took  an  assignment 
from  the  principal,  of  the  fund,  and  gave  notice  to  the  agent  after 
the  attachment  and  before  the  execution.  1872,  Greentree  «. 
Rosenstock,  84  N,  F.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jone»  dt  S.)y  505. 

15.  The  appropriation  of  partnership  property  by  judgment,  execu- 
tion, and  sale,  against  all  the  partners,  in  payment  of  a  partnership 
debt,  confers  a  perfect  title  upon  the  purchaser  of  real  estate  be- 
longing to  the  firm,  as  against  the  general  lien  of  a  judgment  of 
prior  date  docketed  against  an  individual  partner  for  his  separate 
debt,  and  no  presumption  arises,  without  proof,  that  at  the  time  of 
-docketing  the  judgment  against  an  individual  partner,  there  was 
a  residuum  belonging  to  him  to  qualify  the  title  obtained  by  the 
partnership  judgment  [1  Wend.,  811;  2  Id.,  558;  8  Denio,  138; 
Am.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Equity,  206;  1  Harris,  544;  7  Fost.,  87;  7  Cusb., 
886;  20  Vt.,  479;  1  Am.  Lead.  Cas.,  472,  479  (4  ed.,  Phil.,  1857).]' 
1873,  Martin  v.  Wagener,  1  Supreme  Ct  (T,  &  C,\  509. 

16.  Where  one  has  in  his  possession,  or  offers  for  sale,  the  green  skin 
or  fresh  carcass  of  a  deer,  killed  in  violation  of  Lawu  of  1867,  ch. 
898,  he  is  liable  for  the  penalty,  though  his  title  and  possession 
were  acquired  at  sheriff's  sale  on  execution  against  the  property  of 
the  killer.     Supreme  Ct.^  1872,  Bellows  «j.  Elmendorf,  7  Lan$.j  462. 

17.  Reversal  of  the  judgment  on  which  execution  issued  against 
attached  property,  docs  not  invalidate  the  levy  or  sale,  or  make 
eiiher  the  party  or  the  officer  a  trespasser.  It  merely  annuls  the 
title  acquired  by  the  sale,  and  entitles  the  owner  of  the  chattel  to 
recover  it  from  any  one  into  whose  possession  it  has  come.  Buprcmi 
Ct,y  1872,  Reinmiller  v.  Skidmore,  7  Lans.,  161. 

18.  One  having  a  chattel  for  a  certain  time  for  a  particular  use  and  no 
other,  and  prohibited  from  selling  or  loaning  it,  has  merely  a  per- 
sonal license  to  use  the  chattel,  and  his  interest  can  not  be  the  sub- 
ject of  sale  under  an  execution.     lb, 

19.  An  execution  creditor  who,  with  notice  of  facts  sufficient  to  put 
him  on  inquiry,  purchases  at  his  own  execution  sale,  and  witboct 
making  any  advances  thereat,  goods  which  the  debtor  in  the  execu- 
tion had  obtained  by  fraud  from  a  third  person, — does  not  thereby 
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become  a  lonafide  purchaser.     Ct.  of  App.^  1873,  Devoe  v.  Brandt, 
68  JV.  r.,  402;  reversing  58  Barb.,  493. 

20.  Sale  of  land  on  execution  issued  on  a  personal  judgment  for  de- 
ficiency in  foreclosure,  against  a  defendant  who  was  a  non-resident, 
and  had  neither  appeared  nor  been  served  within  the  State, — lldd, 
wholly  Toid,  and  the  purchaser  acquired  no  title.  Ct.  of  App,,  1873, 
Schwinger  v.  Hickok,  63  -Z\r.  F.,  280. 

21.  The  fact  that  a  debtor  has,  by  compulsion  of  the  court,  in  a  suit  in 
the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill,  assigned  to  a  receiver  all  his  real 
estate,  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  power  to  redeem  such  real 
estate  from  a  sale  on  execution  against  him.  Elsworth  v.  Muldoon, 
AnU^  440. 

22.  The  right  of  the  debtor  to  redeem  is  independent  of  whether  he 
retains  any  interest  in  the  land.     lb. 

28.  It  seems,  that  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  redeem  is  independent  of 
whether  he  retains  any  interest  in  the  land.  Livingstone  v.  Amoux, 
Ante,  168. 

24.  A  redemption  not  made  on  or  after  but  before  the  last  day  of  the 
fifteen  months  allowed  by  statute  [3  R.  S.,5  Ed.,  656,  §  82],  is  valid, 
though  not  made  in  the  county  in  which  the  sale  took  place.  Su- 
preme Ct.,  1872,  Rice  v.  Davis,  7  Lans.,  898. 

25.  The  homestead  exemption  act  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors to  redeem  from  execution  sales  made  under  judgments  docketed 
prior  to  the  record  of  the  notice  of  exemption.     lb. 

26.  It  is  sufficient  to  make  a  redemption  so  far  as  the  debtor  is  con- 
cerned, that  one  of  several  judgments  under  which  the  creditor 
purports  to  redeem  was  properly  certified.  As  one  judgment  prop- 
erly certified  would  entitle  him  to  redeem,  the  remainder  may  be 
disregarded  as  unnecessary.  And  the  same  is  true  of  so  much  of 
the  redemption  affidavit  as  showed  other  judgments  and  stated  the 
sum  total  of  all.     lb. 

27.  To  redeem  from  a  redeeming  creditor  judgments  not  properly 
authenticated  are  not  entitled  to  be  paid.     Tb, 

28.  An  affidavit  stated  that  the  affiant  ^*is  the  person  to  whom  the 
above  several  described  judgments  are  assigned,  and  that  the  same  are 
true  copies  of  the  original  assignments  of  such  judgments,"  that  he 
'^  carefully  compared  them  with  such  original  assignments,  and  that 
they  are  true  copies  of  such  original  assignments : "— jH«W,  that  the 
word  "  same  "  might  fairly  be  inferred  to  refer  to  the  assignments 
of  the  judgments;  and,  the  affidavit  being  proved  by  copy,  the 
original  having  been  lost,  that  it  was  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  statute.     lb. 

29.  Slight  variations  in  the  verification  of  the  assignments  of  judg- 
ments are  not  regarded  as  fatal.    Ih. 
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80.  The  receipt  or  certificate  of  the  sheriiT  who  made  the  sale  is 
sufiicieDt  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  redemption  money,  and 
establishes  the  complete  redemption  of  the  property  from  the  sale 
under  the  execution.     Livingstone  v.  Amoux,  Ante,  158. 

81.  The  provisions  of  2  Laua  of  1847,  p.  508,  ch.  410,  apply  only  to 
redemptions  made  by  creditors  of  the  debtor,  and  not  by  the 
debtor  himself.     lb. 

Appeal,  44,  52;  Questions  of  Law  asd  Fact,  11,  12. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  to  grant  letters  of  administration 
does  not  depend  on  proof  of  the  death  of  the  intestate,  and  on  the 
examination  on  oath  of  the  applicant;  and  it  not  appearing  that 
these  facts  were  not  proved,  the  presumption  is,  when  the  letters 
are  drawn  collaterally  in  question,  that  the  statutory  direction  was 
complied  with.  Farley  v,  McConnel,  52  JV.  F.,  630;  affirming  7 
Lan».,  428. 

2.  The  appointment  of  a  judgment  debtor  as  executor  discharges 
neither  the  debt  nor  the  judgment,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes.  [8  R.  S.,  5  ed.,  170,  §  14.]  1878,  Soverhill  v.  Suydam,  8 
Supreme  Ct,   (T.  d  C7.),  460. 

8.  In  order  to  set  in  motion  the  short  limitation,  in  favor  of  an 
executor  or  administrator,  due  notice  of  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
presented  to  him  by  the  creditor  must  be  given  to  the  creditor 
himself.  A  notice  to  an  attorney,  who  had  been  employed  by  the 
creditor  to  make  out  in  legal  shape  and  present  the  claim,  is  not 
notice  to  the  creditor.  iV.  F.  Com.  PL,  1871,  Van  Saun  «.  Farley, 
4  Daly,  165. 

4.  A  debtor  of  an  intestate,  when  sued  for  the  debt  by  one  of  the 
administrators,  can  not  pkad  the  consent  of  the  other  administrator 
to  his  withholding  payment,  in  bar  of  the  action.  1878,  Strever  «. 
Feltman,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  cfe  C),  277. 

5.  Executor  can  not  sue  for  constructive  clauses  of  will  relating  to  real 
^tate  with  which,  he  has  nothing  to  do.  1873,  Brundage  v. 
Brundage,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  82,  8.  C,  65  Barb..  307. 

6.  In  an  action  on  an  administration  bond,  the  obligors  are  estopped 
from  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  over  the  estate; 
and  they  can  not  question  the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  for  the  dis- 
obedience of  which,  the  action  on  the  bond  is  brought.  Field  f. 
Van  Colt,  Ante,  349. 

7.  An  administration  bond  is  not  void,  nor  insufficient  to  enable  the 
administrator  to  maintain  an  action,  because  conditioned  to  obe^ 
the  orders  of  the  county  judge  instead  of  those  of  the  surrogate, 
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unless  it  be  shown  that  there  was  a  surrogate  in  the  county  in 
question.  Farley  v.  McConnel,  62 -Z\r.  F.,  630;  afi&rming  1  Lam,^ 
428. 
8.  When  executors  and  trustees  under  a  will  are  vested  with  an 
apparently  valid  title,  an  injunction  and  receiver  will  not  be 
ordered  on  a  motion  before  trial,  especially  when  the  right  of 
plaintiff  is  not  clear.  Supreme  CL,  Sp,  21,  1873,  Patterson  v. 
McCunn,  46  Bmo.  Pr.,  182. 

EXTRADITION. 

In  what  cases  allowed;  and  mode  of  proceeding,  particularly  in 
case  of  criminals  from  United  States,  in  Canada.  6  Eng,  B, 
{MoaVt  ed.\  1^8,  n. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

1.  An  action  for  false  imprisonment,  as  distinguished  from  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution,  can  not  be  maintained,  if  the  power  to 
make  the  arrest  existed.  Where  a  power  to  arrest  is  exercised 
without  probable  cause,  and  with  malice,  the  remedy  is  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution.     Stage  Horse  Cases,  Ante^  51. 

2.  To  constitute  such  an  arrest  as  will  sustain  an  action  of  false 
imprisonment  if  it  be  unlawful,  an  actual  manual  touch  of  the 
body  is  not  necessary  [Bull,  N.  P.,  62;  Ryan  &  Moody,  821;  3 
Bos.  &Pul.  N.  R.,  211;  1  Wend.,  210;  100  Mass.,  79;  9  N.  H., 
491 ;  18  Id.,  202],  but  only  a  restraint  of  liberty  of  the  person  by 
an  officer  having  a  warrant.  1873,  Searls  v.  Viets,  2  Supreme  Ct, 
(T.  &  a), -223. 

8.  Although  a  person  making  a  criminal  accusation  may  act  upon 
appearances,  yet  a  groundless  suspicion,  unwarranted  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  accused,  or  by  facts  known  to  the  accuser  when  the 
accusation  is  made,  will  not  exempt  the  latter  from  liability  to  the 
accused,  if  innocent,  for  damages  for  causing  the  arrest.  CU  of 
App,,  1873,  Carl  v.  AyrcB,  68  If,  F.,  14. 

FORECLOSURE. 

1.  In  a  foreclosure  for  default  in  interest,  the  complaint  alleged 
plaintifiTs  election  to  receive  the  whole  sum  under  the  thirty  days' 
clause;  and  defendants  answer  alleged  a  tender  to  plaintifiTs 
agent,  and  denied  that  the  principal  had  become  due.  Ileld^  that 
this  issue  should  have  been  tried,  and  that  it  was  error,  in  the 
absence  of  anything  in  the  affidavits  tending  to  show  fraud  or 
improper  conduct  by  the  plaintift  (as  in  the  case  of  Noyes  v,  Clark, 
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7  Paige,  179,]  to  order  a  stay  upon  motion.     Ct.  of  App.,  1878, 
Bennett  v.  Stevenson,  68  N.  F.,  508. 

2.  A  personal  judgment  for  deficiency  can  not  be  rendered  against  a 
non-resident  defendant,  who  has  neither  appeared  in  the  action  nor 
been  served  with  process  within  the  State.  The  court  may,  withoat 
personal  service,  appropriate  property  within  the  State  to  the 
payment  of  debts ;  but  can  not  render  a  personal  judgment  in  such 
case,  at  least  without  very  clear  expression  of  legislative  authority. 
Ct,  of  App.,  1878,  Schwinger  c.  Hickok,  63  JY.  F.,  280. 

8.'  The  mortgage  creditor  of  a  deceased  debtor  is  not  compelled,  mider 
the  statute  [1  H.  S.,  749,  §  4],  to  resort  to  the  land  for  payment  ia 
the  first  instance,  but  may,  at  his  option,  foreclof«e  the  mortgage,  or 
sue  the  heirs.  [28  Barb.,  426.]  1878,  Rice  «.  Harbeson,  2  Supreme  Ct. 
{T,  &  C\  4. 

A.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  not  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
the  mortgage  creditor,  but  to  establish  an  equitable  rule  among 
heirs  and  devisees,  and  where  there  are  two  funds,  equity  frequently 
interposes  to  adjust  the  remedy  to  the  circumstances  disclosed.    Ih. 

5.  Under  the  usual  judgment  for  sale  in  foreclosure, — directing  the 
referee  or  other  officer  making  sale,  after  paying  his  own  fees  and 
expenses  of  sale,  and  all  liens  for  taxes,  ^assessments  and  prior 
mortgages,  to  pay  from  the  residue,  the  costs  and  the  mortgage 
debt, — if  the  referee  pays  the  sums  awarded  out  of  the  residue, 
before  paying  off  the  liens,  he  does  so  at  his  peril.  People  ex  rel. 
Day  V,  Bergen,  Antey  97. 

6.  It  is  the  referee's  duty  to  pay  off  liens  as  directed  by  the  judgment; 
and  he  can  not  relieve  himself  of  this  duty  by  stipulations  in  the 
terms  of  sale.     Ih. 

7.  The  rule  that  a  foreclosure  is  of  no  avail  as  against  a  junior  incum- 
brancer who  is  not  made  a  party, — applied.  Reynolds  t.  Park,  53 
If,  F,  36. 

Appeal,  10;  Judicial  Sale;  Mortgage;  Notice,  5;  Pabties,  48; 

Pleadinq,  16,  17. 

FORCIBLE  ENTRY. 

1.  In  proceedings  under  the  statute  for  forcible  entry  and  detainer, 
an  affidavit  verified  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  section  157  of  the 
Code  is  insufficient.  Such  verification  is  upon  information  and  be- 
lief, and  does  not  answer  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  [2  R.  8., 
508.]  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Decker  v,  Wliitncy,  1  Supreme  CU  (T, 
df  C7.),  633. 

2.  The  objection  having  been  taken  at  the  first  opportunity  before  the 
county  judge,  it  is  not  waived  by  the  traverse  of  the  inquisition. 
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[13  How.,  146;  7  Id.,  166;  1  Lans.,  231.]  The  proceedings 
summary,  and  open  to  technical  objections.  [24  Barb.,  16; 
Wend.,  207.]    Ik 

FORM. 

1.  Of  contract  for  the  conditional  purchase  of  an  interest  in  an  inven- 
tion.   Dykers  v,  Stuart,  34  N,  Y,  Svperior  Ct,  (2  Jones  &  8.),  189. 

2.  Contract  for  an  interest  in  profits  of  a  share  in  patent  rights.  Pel- 
ton  tj.  Bulkley,  84  N.  T.  Svperior  Ct,  (2  Jones  &  8.\  283. 

8.  Of  complaint  against  brokers  for  conversion  of  stocks.  Lyon  v, 
Isett,  34  N.  r.  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  d  S,),  41 ;  8.  C,  11  Abb.  Pr, 
N,  S.,  353;  42  How.  Pr,,  155. 

4.  Of  complaint  by  wife  for  judicial  separation,  on  account  of  cruelty, 
licentious  conduct  and  the  communication  of  diseases,  and  for  har- 
boring paramour,  •excessive  assertion  of  marital  rights,  abusive  lan- 
guage, neglect  to  support,  and  for  interfering  with  defendant's 
separate  business  and  property, — corrected  on  motion.  Klein  v. 
Klein,  84  JV.  T.  Superiar  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  8,\  48. 

5.  Of  complaint  and  answer  in  action  to  determine  conflicting  claims 
-    to  real  estate.     1872,  Ford  r.  Belmont,  35  N.    T.  Superior  Ct.  (3 

Jones  cfc  5.),  135. 

6.  Substance  of  defense  that  in  making  the  contract  sued  on,  plain- 
tiff used  a  fictitious  partnership  name,  contrary  to  the  act  of  4833. 
Swords  V.  Owen,  34  N,  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  8,\  277;  S.  C, 
with  points  of  counsel,  43  How.  Pr.^  176. 

7.  Of  offer  to  allow  judgment  in  trade-mark  case.  Coates  v.  (Joddard, 
34  N.  T.  Superiar  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  S.\  118. 

8.  Of  order  for  discovery  of  books  and  papers,  as  to  sales,  and  dis- 
counts and  allowances  thereon.  Holtz  c.  Schmidt,  84  N,  T.  Superior 
Ct.  (2  Jones  &  S.\  28. 

9.  Power  of  attorney  to  manage  foreign  mine  for  corporation.  Hill  n. 
Spencer,  34  N.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  S,\  304. 

FORMER  ADJUDICATION. 

1.  In  an  action  for  fraudulently  entering  judgment  on  a  false  affidavit 
of  service  of  the  summons,  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  the  report  of  a 
referee  appointed  on  a  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment  in  the  former 
suit,  reciting  that  it  had  been  referred  to  him  to  take  testimony  and 
report  as  to  whether  the  summons  was  ever  served,  and  that  he  had 
taken  testimony,  and  that  in  his  opinion  it  had  not ;  also  an  order 
made  by  the  court  on  the  report  of  the  referee,  vacating  the  judg 
ment.  Ueld^  that  this  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  question 
of  whether  the  summons  had  ever  been  served  was  res  adjudieata  be- 
tween the  parties.  2i.  7.  Com.  Pl,^  1878,  Alkus  v.  Rodh,  iDaly,  897. 
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2.  In  what  cases  a  former  judgment  is  conclasive,  as  between  parties 

in  the  relation  of   warrantor    and    warrantee,    &c.      Bismck  v, 

McEenzie,  4  Daly,  265. 
8.  The  issue,  as  well  as  the  evidence,  given  in  the  former  action,  to  be 

considered,  in  determining  whether  the  judgment  is  a  bar.     East 

N.  Y.  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Elmore,  68  K.  F.,  624. 

4.  When  there  is  no  conflicting  evidence  in  regard  to  the  liability  oft 
party  upon  a  claim  on  which  a  suit  is  brought,  but  the  question  of 
liability  is  one  of  law.  solely,  the  refusal  of  the  jury  to  allow  such 
claim  does  not  prevent  the  judgment  in  the  action  being  a  bar  to  a 
second  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  demand.  Supreme  CL,  187S, 
Marccllusv.  Countyman,  65  Barb,,  201. 

5.  In  an  action,  by  the  owner  of  the  fee  against  the  lessee  of  the  life 
tenant,  for  waste,  a  judgment  in  a  former  action  for  waste,  upon  the 
same  premises,  between  the  same  parties,  but  not  for  the  same  acts 
(the  only  issue  being  as  to  the  act  of  waste),  is  inadmissible.  1873, 
Rutherford  v.  Aiken,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  tSf  (7.),  281. 

6.  Questions  of  law,  which  have  been  decided  on  appeal  from  a  ver- 
dict rendered  on  a  feigned  issue,  are  res  adjudieata  in  a  subsequent 
proceeding  in  the  same  action.  Supreme  Ct,y  1872,  Brown  «.  Clif- 
ford, 7  Lans.y  46. 

7.  An  order  of  the  court  made  in  supplementary  proceedings,  giving 
aif  allowance  to  attorneys,  is  not  an  adjudication  on  the  value  of 
their  services,  as  between  them  and  their  client.  Supreme  Ct.y  1878, 
Wagener  «.  Finch,  65  Btirh,,  493;  8.  C,  as  Waggoner  v.  Finch, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  &  C,\  145. 

Abatement;  JuDGiCEirr,  9. 

FRAUD. 

1.  In  an  action  for  fraudulent  representations,  fraud  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed, but  must  be  affirmatively  made  out  by  evidence.  [51  N.  T., 
27;  40  Id.,  575;  Id.,  562;  55  Barb.,  547.]  N,  F.  Superior  CL,  1873, 
Nelson  «.  Luling,  46  Hoto,  iV.,  355. 

2.  Such  intent  and  design  c^n  only  be  proven  by  facts  and  circam- 
stances,  but  one  of  these  must  clearly  show  willful  falsehood.    Ih. 

3.  Matters  of  opinion  are  not  actionable.  Ih, 

CokPLAiNT,  12;  Equity,  8;  Limitations;  Pahtibs,  36,  87,  40;  QuBS 

TI0N8  OF  Law  and  Fact,  20. 

GUARDLAJ^  AND  WARD. 

1.  Where  a  county  judge  and  surrogate  has  appointed  a  general  guar- 
dian of  an  infant,  without  notice  to  the  relatives  of  the  infant  resid 
ing  in  the  county,  and  it  appears  that  the  relatives  would  havi 
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opposed  such  appointment  had  notice  been  served  upon  them,  this 
court  will,  upon  application,  remove  such  guardian  and  appoint  a 
new  one.    Rickard's  Case,  Ante,  6. 

2.  A  guardian  should  not  purchase  the  dower  interest  in  the  lands  of 
hia  ward,  or  remove  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  lands  of  a  ward, 
without  proper  application  to  the  court  and  obtaining  an  order 
therefor,    lb, 

8.  The  sole  executor  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  father  is  not  a  proper 
person  to  be  appointed  the  general  guardian  of  his  orphan  child,  as 
it  might  iead  to  a  grpss  wrong,     lb. 

4.  An  administrator  was  appointed  special  guardian  of  an  infant  heir 
of  his  intestate,  to  sell  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  infant  in 
land  descended  from  the  intestate  to  the  heir.  The  land  was 
subject  to  a  purchase-money  mortgage  to  secure  a  bond  given  by 
the  intestate  and  others.  Held,  that  the  sale  made  was  a  sale  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  only ;  and  the  guardian  must  account  for  the 
whole  price,  and  could  not  defend  an  action  on  his  bond  as 
guardian,  by  setting  up  that  he  h&d  applied  part  to  pay  off  the 
mortgage.     Supreme  Cty  1873,  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  65  Barb,,  577. 

Parties,  30,  31,  45; 

HABEAS  CORPUS, 

1.  A  judge  at  chambers  may  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  notwith- 
standing the  court  is  at  the  time  in  session.  Shank's  Case,  Ante,  88. 

2.  A  person  committed  for  contempt  in  one  county  and  brought  into 
another  county  on  hahea^  carpus  ad  testificandum,  may  be  discharged 
there  on  a  habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  his  detention, 
issued  by  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  latter  county;  and 
this  notwithstanding  the  oyer  and  terminer  of  the  former  county  is 
in  session,     lb, 

8.  The  provisions  of  the  habeas  corpus  act  (2  B,  8,,  560,  §  5), — that  a 
prisoner  committed  on  a  criminal  charge,  and  brought  up  on  ,7uibea$ 
corpus  to  testify,  shall  be  remanded  after  testifying, — does  not 
preclude  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the 
legality  of  his  commitment,     lb, 

4.  On  habeas  corpus  the  magistrate  may  inquire  into  the  legality  of  a 
commitment  for  contempt,  and  if  it  is  not  according  to  law, — e.  g,, 
if  it  is  for  an  indefinite  time  instead  of  limited  to  not  exceeding 
thirty  days, — may  discharge  the  prisoner.     lb. 

Contempt,  2. 

HIGHWAYS. 

1.  Highway  commissioners  changed  the  course  of  a  sluiceway  crossing 
and  draining  a  highway,  and  turned  the  water  on  defendant's  land. 
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Defendant  obstructed  the  sluice,  and  was  sued  for  a  penalty.  Edd^ 
that  if  the  effect  of  the  change  was  to  destroy  his  cultivated  fields, 
he  might  peaceably  abate  the  sluice  as  a  nuisance.  His  remedy  was 
not  confined  to  an  action  against  the  commissioners,  but  he  might 
prove  the  injuries  to  his  lands  in  defense  to  an  action  by  them  for 
the  penalty.     Supreme  Ct.^  1872,  Thompson  t,  Allen,  7  Lans.f  459. 

2.  The  proceedings  prescribed  for  the  discontinuance  of  highways 
can  not  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  the  action  ot  a 
conmiissioner  in  laying  out  a  highway  [18  How.,  70,  8  Barb.,  liT]. 
18Y3,  People  (ex  reL  Miller)  v.  Griswold,  2  Supreme  CL  (r.  cfe  C), 
851. 

8.  Where  the  proceedings  to  open  a  highway  are  regular  and  valid, 
and  the  damages  caused  thereby  have  been  released,  or  assessed  ia 
accordance  with  '  the  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  a  commissioner  to 
open  a  highway,  and  a  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  performance. 
11. 

4.  A  highway  never  opened  can  not  be  discontinaed  by  the  proceed- 
ings prescribed  by  the  statute  [1  R.  S.,  502,  &c.]  for  discontinuing 
old  roads.    lb. 

5.  The  rule  that  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  commissioner's 
order  that  it  recite  that  all  met  and  deliberated,  or  were  duly  noti- 
fied [30  N.  Y.,  470], — reiterated.  Chapman  v.  Swan,  65  Ba/*., 
210. 

6.  After  an  order  of  a  highway  commissioner  altering  a  highway  has 
been  reversed  on  appeal  by  the  referees,  another  commissioner  has 
no  power  to  make  the  same  order  within  four  years  from  the  filing 
of  the  referee's  decision  [Laws  of  1847,  ch.  455,  §  9].  1873,  People 
V,  Jones,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  dt  C7.),  860. 

7.  It  was  the  purpose  of  this  statute  to  prevent  litigation  after  the 
decision  on  appeal  [18  How.,  70].     lb, 

8.  The  freeholder's  certificate  is  only  necessary  when  the  highway  is 
laid  out  through  incloEed,  improved,  or  cultivated  land  without 
consent  [2  R.  S.,  5  ed.,  895,  §  73;  H.  &  Denio,  162;  Thompson  on 
Highways,  180].     lb. 

9.  Appeals  in  encroachment  cases  are  governed  by  the  Code,  and  the 
grounds  of  appeal  must  be  specified  in  the  notice.  Oriswold  «. 
Buller,  2  Supi-eme  Ct.  (T.  <fe  C),  673. 

10.  The  widening  of  a  highway  is  an  alteration  of  it  [Hill  &  D., 
162],  and  no  jury  is  necessary.  1873,  People  {ex  rel.  Lasher)  v. 
McNeil,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  dt  C),  140. 

11.  Lregularies  in  proceedings  before  the  commissioner  can  not  be 
considered  on  certiorari  to  the  referees  [18  Wend.,  432;  8  Eeyes, 
87].     Tb. 

New  York,  9. 
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HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Married  woman  who  upon  ceasing  to  tarry  on  business  permits  her 
husband  to  do  so  on  her  credit,  may  be  held  liable  as  if  she  had  a 
separate  business.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Bodine  v.  Eilleen,  58 
iV.  7.,  93. 

2.  At  common  law  the  husband  was  liable  for  the  wife's  debt  con- 
tracted before  marriage.  By  Laws  of  1853,  p.  1057,  ch.  676,  the  hus- 
band and  wife  may  be  joined  in  an  action  to  recover  such  debt.  1873, 
Lennox  v.  Eldred,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <&  C7.),  140;  S.  C,  65^rft.,  410. 

Eyidence;  Pabtibs,  27-29,  39,  40;  Witiiesb,  7,  8. 

INDICTMENT. 

1.  Under  2  E.  8.,  699,  $  8,  imposing  additional  punishment  for  a 
second  conviction  of  felony,  an  indictment  for  a  second  offense 
must  allege  a  discharge  of  the  prisoner,  either  upon  being  pardoned 
or  upon  the  expiration  of  his  sentence.  Alleging  merely  that  he 
had  been  duly  discharged  is  a  fatal  defect ;  and  mere  lapse  of  time 
will  not  raise  a  presumption  that  the  discharge  was  upon  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  so  as  to  cast  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  defend- 
ant. Ct.  of  App.y  1873,  Wood  r.  People,  53  JV.  F.,  511;  overruling 
in  effect  Johnson  v.  People,  65  Barh,^  342. 

2.  Technical  rules  allowing  indictments  to  be  quashed  for  defects 
which  did  not  injure  the  prisoner, — disapproved.  Fralich  v.  People, 
65  Barb.,  48. 

8.  An  indictment  for  forging  and  uttering  a  check,  need  not  set  forth 
a  genuine  indorsement,  nor  the  revenue  stamp.  Ct.  of  App.^  1873, 
Miller  v.  People,  52  JV.  F.,  304, 

4.  Upon  common-law  principles  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  un- 
der the  statute,  must  set  out  specifically  some  article  of  property 
embezzled.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that  divers  amounts  making  a 
specified  gross  sum  were  taken.  [2  Bishop  Crim.  Law,  §  874.] 
1873,  People  v.  Howe,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  (7.),  383. 

6.  An  indictment  for  causing  death  by  abortion,  under  Laws  of  1872, 
ch.  181,  is  not  bad  because  the  offense  is  laid  in  another  county. 
1873,  Davis  r.  People,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <j&  C7.),  212. 

INPANT. 

An  infant  is  entitled  to  protection  upon  summary  application  as  well 
as  in  a  formal  action.  Ct.  of  App.,  1873,  Howell  v.  Mills,  53  N. 
r.,  822. 

Arbest,  10 ;  Constitutional  Law,  2. 
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INJUNCTION. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  has  ample  remedy  at  law  for  breach  of  con- 
nant,  and  the  damages  can  be  exactly  ascertained,  and  no  iireponble 
injury  will  be  inflicted,  and  there  is  nothing  which  will  give  rise  to 
a  multiplicity  of  suits,  the  court  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  to 
compel  defendant  to  perform  his  contract  specifically;  but  wfli 
leave  plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at  law.  JiF,  T.  Com,  PL,  1871,  Agate 
0.  Lowenbein,  4  Daly,  63. 

3.  In  this  case  the  ii^unction  was.  refused,  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  clearly  appear  that  the  purposes  for  which  the  premises  were 
used  by  defendant  were  a  violation  of  the  covenant,  as  it  is  only,  ta 
a  general  rule,  where  the  rights  of  the  parties  are,  or  can  be,  clearly 
ascertained,  and  are  free  from  all  reasonable  doubt  that  the  comt 
will  entertain  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance  to  restrain  an  act  by 
injunction.    lb. 

8.  The  lessee  of  a  building,  who  sublets  it,  may  have  an  injunctioD 
against  the  erection  of  an  awning,  which  would  be  a  nuisance  to 
his  subtenants,  although  he  is  neither  owner  of  the  fee,  nor  an 
occupant.     Tremor  «.  Jackson,  AnUy  116. 

4.  The  fact  that  he  has  a  remedy  in  damages  for  a  breach  of  covenant 
does  not  preclude  an  action  for  an  injunction  on  the  ground  of 
nuisance.     /5. 

6.  Injunction  lies  to  prevent  an  actor  who  has  engaged  his  personal 
services  for  a  certain  period  to  plaintiff  from  performing  elsewhere. 
Montague  v,  Flockton,  6  Eng.  B,  {Moah*s  Ed,\  704;  JL  R,,  16  ^m 
189. 

6.  An  injunction  docs  not  issue  to  restrain  a  party  from  taking  pos- 
session of  an  office  and  its  books  and  papers,  under  color  of  title 
thereto.     Coulter  «.  Murray,  Ante^  129. 

7.  Injunction  and  receiver ^  refused,  in  an  action  by  an  heir  out  of 
possession,  seeking  partition,  and  to  have  executors,  &c.,  removed 
where  title  was  not  clear,  and  moving  affidavits  were  not  positive, 
and  were  fully  denied.    Patterson  «.  McCunn,  46  How,  Pr,^  183. 

8.  An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  against  broker  to  prevent  sale  of 
customer's  stocks.  The  remedy  is  at  law.  1874,  Park  t.  Musgrave, 
2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  A  C),  571. 

9.  Under  the  Revised  Statutes,  a  person  giving  securities  upon  a 
usurious  loan  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  their  prosecn- 
tion,  irrespective  of  section  219  of  the  Code.  Wheelock  t,  Lee, 
Ante,  24. 

10.  The  courts  of  this  State  will  not  enjoin  a  non-resident  party  from 
prosecuting  an  action  in  the  forum  of  his  own  residence.      It  is  xio 
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bar  to  an  action  in  another  State,  that  the  plaintiff  there  is  defend- 
ing his  rights  in  an  action  brought  here  by  other  parties.  1873, 
Barry  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  C,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  <$;  C),  15. 

11.  The  provisions  of  3  H.  S,,  270,  §  72  (5th  ed.),  which  provide  that 
no  injunction  shall  issue  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  in  a  personsCl 
action  after  judgment,  unless  a  sum  of  money  shall  be  deposited, 
and  a  bond  given  as  therein  directed,  apply  to  a  suit  brought  in 
this  court  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  personal  judgment  rendered 
in  one  of  the  district  courts ;  and  a  compliance  with  the  statute  is 
necessary  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  -grant  a  preliminary  in- 
junction.   K  TCoM.  PL,  1871,  Gray©.  Redfield,  4  Daly,  95. 

12.  The  facts  that  a  tax  had  been  collected  from  plaintiff  without 
authority  of  law,  and  that  there  was  danger  it  would  be  devoted  to 
an  unlawful  purpose,  arc  not  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an 
action  for  an  injunction  restraining  its  disbursement,  where  the 
commissioners  holding  the  tax  were  admittedly  responsible.  Su- 
preme Ct.^  1873,  Kilboume  v.  Allyn,  7  Lans.,  852. 

18.  An  injunction  lies  to  restrain  the  persistent  commission  of  tres- 
'  passes  even  of  a  mere  personal  nature,  where  they  affect  a  corporate 
franchise.     Stage  Horse  Cases,  Ante^^Sl, 

14.  The  court,  in  an  action  brought  by  incorporated  stage  companies 
engaged  in  the  cariiage  of  passengers,  will  not  enjoin  the  society  for 
prevention  of  cruelty  to  animals  from  arresting  the  drivers  or  ser- 
vants of  the  companies,  but  may  enjoin  them  from  stopping  the 
vehicles,  escept  for  purpose  of  an  arrest  in  a  clear  case  of  violation 
of  the  law,  and  from  taking  custody  of  the  horses  or  vehicles,  or 
interfering  with  the  passengers.  Such  an  injunction  having  been 
issued,  the  stopping  of  a  stage  for  purpose  of  arresting  the*driver  in 
a  case  in  which  the  horse  was  actually  lame  at  the  time, — Held,  not 
a  violation  of  the  injunction,  although  upon  subsequent  trial  of  the 
driver,  on  a  charge  of  cruelty,  he  was  acquitted,     lb, 

15.  Where  the  officers  of  the  society  have,  on  conceded  facts,  clear  evi- 
dence on  which  tu  base  a  sound  judgment  that  an  offense  is  com- 
mitted, they  should  not  be  punished  as  for  contempt  in  violating 
such  injunction,  but  the  other  party  must  be  led  to  an  action  for 
damages.     lb, 

16.  Equity  will  restrain,  by  perpetual  injunction,  a  party  claiming  an 
exclusive  right  to  sell  under  a  particular  trade-mark  which  is  the 
general  name  of  a  certain  kind  of  merchandise,  from  interfering  by 
injunction,  circulars,  or  threats  made  to  customers,  with  the  trade  of 
another  who  uses  the  same  designation.  Supreme  Ct,  1873,  Wolfe 
V,  Burke,  7  Lans.,  151. 

17.  As  a  general  rule  geographical  names  can  not  be  appropriated  as 
trade-marks,  and  their  use  by  another  will  not  be  enjoined ;  but  the 
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rule  has  its  exceptions,  where  the  intention  in  the  adoption  of  the 
descriptive  word  is  not  so  much  to  indicate  the  place  of  manufac- 
ture, as  to  intrench  upon  the  previous  use  and  popularity  of  another's 
trade-mark.     Lea  v.  Wolfe,  Ante,  1. 

18.  An  injunction  does  not  lie  to  restrain  the  trustees  from  expending 
more  than  is  necessary  for  support,  &c.,  of  the  cestui  qui  tru4t.  Ih, 
Han  V,  Van  Voorhis,  Ante^  79. 

Action,  5;  Bankbuftct;  Costs,  18;  Damages,  22;  LAin>L0BD  axd 

Tknaih';  Paktiks,  84. 

IMPRISONMENT. 

A  person  adjudged  to  be  in  contempt,  and  taken  to  jail  under  a  com- 
mitment vrhich  is  illegal,  can  not  be  held  by  subsequently  making  out 
a  legal  commitment.    Shanks^s  Case,  Ante^  38. 

INSANE, 

Test  of  insanity  in  criminal  cases.  Flanagan  v.  People,  52  if.  F.,  467. 

INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

1.  An  action  does  not  lie  by  a  stockholder  of  a  mutual  life  insurance 
company,  formed  under  the  act  of  1853,  to  declare  the  franchise 
forfeited,  and  enjoin  its  exercise,  and  have  a  receiver  appointed,  on 
the  ground  that  defendants  made  a  false  annual  statement,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  act  of  1853.  Fisher  v.  World  Mutual  Life  Ins  Co., 
Ante,  363. 

2.  The  penalty  prescribed  by  section  18  of  the  act  of  1853,  for  any 
violation  of  the  act,  may  be  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and 
a  dissolution  may  be  sought  through  the  attorney-general  in  the  case 
of  insolvency ;  but  the  provisions  of  2  R,  8.,  463,  §|  39,  40,  that  any 
corporation  having  banking  or  insurance  powers,  &c.,  which  vio- 
lates any  act  binding  on  it,  may  be  enjoined  at  suit  of  a  creditor  or 
stockholder,  &c.,  do  not  apply  to  violations  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1853,  in  reference  to  annual  statements,  or  in  reference  to 
any  matters  specially  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1853.     lb, 

8.  The  stockholder's  remedy  for  any  violation  of  these  kinds  is  by 
causing  the  district  attorney  to  sue  for  the  penalty.     lb, 

INTERPLEADER. 

1.  An  action  in  the  nature  of  interpleader  does  not  lie,  where  the 
plaintiff  is  a  wrongdoer,  although  the  wrong  was  not  against  the 
real  owner,  but  against  one  who  rightfully  claimed  posaeaaion  before 
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the  real  owner  appeared.  1873,  N.  Y.  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Haws, 
85  if.  T,  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  &  S.),  372. 

2.  Other  grounds  which  preclude  an  action  in  Ihe  nature  of  an  inter- 
pleader,— stated.    Ih. 

8.  But  compare  Tauton  «.  Groh,  4  AUb,  Ct.  App,  Dee,,  858. 

4.  In  what  cases  it  may  be  ordered.  Barry  v,  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  58 
-y.  r.,  536. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

In  an  action  against  the  members  of  a  joint  stock  association,  to 
charge  them  individually,  after  exhausting  remedy  against  the 
association,  the  judgment  which  plaintiff  recovered  in  his  suit 
against  the  president,  under  the  statute,  is  admissible  in  evidence, 
if  it  appears  by  the  record  that  the  real  defendant  therein  was  the 
association  sued  by  the  name  of  the  president.  1873,  Nat.  Bank  of 
Schuylerville  v.  Lasher,  1  Supreme  Ct,  [T,  do  (7.),  313. 

JUDGE. 

Not  incompetent  to  act  under  a  statute  power.  People  ex  reL  Wash- 
ington V.  Nichols,  52  JV.  F.,  478. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  A  factor  having  a  lien  upon  goods  for  the  amount  of  his  advances, 
can,  in  an  action  against  a  creditor  of  his  principal,  who  has  taken 
the  goods  under  attachment,  recover  only  the  value  of  his  special 
property  in  the  goods.  He  is  not  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the 
whole  value  of  the  goods.  JV.  T,  Com.  PL,,  1871,  Heard  v.  Brewer, 
4  Daly,  136. 

2.  The  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior  court  of 
general  powers,  whose  judgment  is  set  up,  applies  as  against 
infant  defendants.  And  where  the  record  recites  that  affidavits 
were  read  and  filed  proving  the  service  of  the  summons  in  the 
action,  but  without  saying  expressly  upon  all  the  defendants,  and 
recites  the  putting  in  of  an  answer  by  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  the 
infant  defendants,  jurisdiction  of  the  person  will  be  presumed 
unless  evidence  to  the  contrary  is  given.  •  If  the  judgment  was  in 
an  action  under  the  Code,  such  defendants  as  voluntarily  appeared, 
and  such  as  answer,  are  bound  equally  as  if  there  were  proof  of 
service  on  them.  Ct,  of  App.^  1873,  Bosworth  «.  Vandewalker, 
58  JIT.  r.,  597. 
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gUiatiS's  attorney's  register,  implving  that 
.rtptfi^f^hrbim.  and  that  he  did  not  cmplov  anv  one 
S  '*    ^\-  ^'^  pgt  '*^'  ^®  ^^'^^  *^®  summons  with  tlie  attorney 
'^l^^r-'*''*'']!!**  not  show  ncccssarilj  that  no  service  was  made. 

/A        //■/'  «PP^*^  *^**«'  there  was  no  service  of  process  uiwn 
1)-^^^^  j^pointment  of  a  guardian,  and  an  answer  by  him, 
i^^fi^  .^^'uriwiicti  on,  — query.     1  h, 

*^    .ffpa(fcra  filed  in  the  action  may  be  received  in  evidence  in 
6-  ^ uof  ^'^^  jurisdiction,  although  not  by  law  part  of  the  juclg- 

r\^ffring  a  judgment  merges  or  extinguishes  the  cause  of  action 

*   i-ipiiust  the  party  sued,  not  another  cause  of  action,   though 

^  the  Rnme  facts,  against  another  party  in  no  wise  joined  in 

jjibjjity.     Ct.  of  App.j  1873,  Atlantic  Dock  Co.  «.  Mayor,  &c.,  of 

j(e^  York,  53  If,  Y.,  64. 

y  ^here  plaintiff  sues  on  contract,  instead  of  for  fraud, — to  recover 

for  property  obtained  by  fraudulent  representations, — and  recovers 

judgment,   the  judgment  merges  the  cause  of  action,  and  he  will 

be  estopped  from  setting  up  the  debt,  as  on  contract,  under  the 

bankrupt  law.     1871,    Shuman  t.  Strauss,  34  iV.  T.   Supa^r  Ct. 

(3  Joftcs  d;  S.)y  0.     But  see  52  JV.  r.,  404. 

8.  In  an  action  on  a  contract  to  pay  money  in  instalments,  where 
defendant  set  u])  breaches  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  at 
specified  times,  and  plaintifif  recovered, — IJeld,  that  the  judgment 
was  conclusive,  in  a  subsequent  action  to  recover  later  instalmenta, 
and  precluded  defendant  from  alleging  any  other  breaches  sulwe- 
quent  to  those  alleged  in  the  first  action.  1871,  De  Wolf  v, 
Crandall,  84  JV:  V.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonen  A  S.),  14. 

9.  A  judgment  of  a  sister  State,  set  up  In  the  courts  of  this  State,  may 
be  impeached  by  showing  that  defendant  was  never  served  with 
process,  and  that  the  attorneys  who  appeared  for  him  were  not 
authorized  to  do  so.  And  the  fact  that  the  defendant  applied  to 
the  foreign  court  to  have  the  judgment  set  aside,  and  that  hli 
motion  was  denied,  does  not  make  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  nt 
adjinlirata.  1872,  Howard  v.  Smith,  35  N,  Y.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Junes 
<C-  .v.),  101. 

10.  Where  two  parties  are  separately  sued  for  the  same  wrong,  there 
being  no  privily  between  them,  a  recovery  against,  or  payment  by, 
one,  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  recovery  against  tlie  other.  Ct.  of 
App.,  1873,  Atlantic  Dock  Co.  tJ.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York,  53 
A\  r.,  04. 

11.  An  action  brought  by  an  administrator  upon  a  judgment  olUained 
by  his  intestate  is  not  an  action  between  the  same  partief>,  within 
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section  11  of  the  Code.  [6  How.,  372;  12  Id.,  687;  45  Id.,  438.] 
1874,  Smith  v.  Button,  2  Supreme   Ct.  {T.  Jb  C),  498. 

12.  The  words  **the  same  parties,"  as  used  in  that  section,  have  a 
very  definite  signification,  and  the  courts  have  not  been  disposed  to 
extend  their  meaning.  [29  How.,  218;  4  Rob.,  239;  1  Abb.,  83; 
29  Barb.,  295.]     7*. 

18.  Where,  in  an  action  not  on  a  joint  liability,  one  defendant  de- 
murs, and  the  other  answers,  and  the  demurrer  is  sustained  with 
costs,  judgment  may  be  immediately  entered  for  the  costs;  and  the 
time  to  appeal  therefrom  to  the  court  of  appeals,  will  be  limited  to 
two  years,  irrespective  of  the  litigation  with  the  other  defendants. 
Camblos  v.  Butterfield,  AnU^  197. 

14.  When  the  general  term  reverse  with  costs  a  judgment  for  frivol- 
ousness  of  the  answer,  and  give  plaintifi^  leave  to  plead,  &c.,  a  judg- 
ment for  costs  can  not  be  entered.  The  proceeding  is  interlocutory, 
and  the  costs  are  to  be  collected  as  interiocutory  costs.  Ct.  of  App,^ 
1873,  Wilkin  «.  Raplce,  52  N,   F.,  248. 

15.  A  judgment  will  not  be  set  aside  for  a  mere  irregularity  in  prac- 
tice,— e,  ^.,  including  costs,  on  a  recovery  against  an  administrator, 
without  leave  of  court.  It  must  be  made  to  appear  that  a  wrong 
has  been  done,  before  the  court  will  interfere.  1873,  Hees  «.  Nelliit, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  Jb  C.\  118;  S.  C,  65  Barl.,  441. 

16.  Remedy  for  a  clause  improperly  inserted,  is  by  motion,  not  by  ap- 
peal.  Ct.  of  App^  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Oswald  v.  Gofl^  52  N.  F.,  434. 

17.  Judgment  against  president  of  an  association  only  prima  faeU 
evidence  in  action  against  members  of  the  association.  Allen  «. 
Clark,  65  Barb.,  563. 

18.  The  lien  of  a  judgment  upon  the  estate  of  a  life  tenant,  is  subject 
to  be  divested  by  the  judicial  announcement  of  a  breach  of  a  con- 
dition which  determines  the  estate.  Ct.  of  App.y  1873,  Moore  «. 
Pitts,  53  N.   r.,  85. 

19.  Effect  of  an  agreement  that  forbearance  should  not  prejudice  the 
lien  of  a  judgment  but  the  creditor  should  be  entitled  to  payment 
out  of  future  proceeds.  1873,  Belmont  v.  Ponvert,  35  2f.  T.  Superior 
Ct.  (3  Jones  &  A),  208. 

20.  Where  a  conveyance  of  land  is  found  to  be  void  as  against  a  jiidg- 
ment  creditor  of  the  grantor,  all  the  judgment  he  is  entitled  to,  is  a 
sale  of  the  land  and  payment  of  the  amount  of  his  judgment,  not  a 
judgment  declaring  the  convejance  null  and  void  as  to  every  one. 
Supreme  Ct.,  1878,  Orr  v.  Gilmore,  7  Lans.^  845. 

21.  A  creditor  may  assail  collaterally  for  fraud  a  jud^ent  against  hia 
debtor.     Supreme  Ct.,  1866,  Spicer  v.  Waters,  65  Bar^,  227. 

82.  Although  a  report  of  a  referee,  made  in  1870,  directing  payment 
in  coin  of  a  bond  made  in  1859,  was  correct  when  made  [12  WalL, 
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457],  it  is  erroneous  now.     [14  Wall.,  297.]     1873,  Smith  f>.  Smith, 
1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  G.\  68. 
Amendment,  6;  Answer,  1;  Appeal,  6,  29,  87-89,  43,  68,  60;  A»- 
sioNMENT,  2;  Bankruptcy,  5;  Buildinq  Laws;  Cobts,  7, 17,  36; 
Error,   5;    Justices'  Court,   3-7;     Stxpuultion,   8, 

JUDICIAL  SALE. 

1.  Although  the  terms  of  sale  permit  the  purchaser  to  payoff  the 
liens,  and  retain  the  sum  out  of  the  purchase-money,  he  is  not 
bound  to  do  so,  but  may  pay  the  whole  price  and  require  the  referee 
to  execute  the  judgment.     People  ex  rel.  Day  v.  Bergen,  Ante,  97. 

2.  If  the  purchaser  claims  that  he  has  paid  off  admitted  prior  liens, 
and  tenders  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  an  objection  to  the 
suflSciency  of  the  proof  of  the  payment  must  be  made  by  the  referee, 
if  at  all,  at  the  time  of  the  tender,     lb. 

t.  If  the  referee  refuses  to  pay  off  or  allow  such  prior  Hens,  the  court 
may  compel  him  to  do  so.     lb, 

4.  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  under  a  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court,  in  foreclosure,  obtains  a  good  title,  even  though  an  appetl 
has  been  taken  from  the  judgment,  and  it  is  afterwards  reyersed, 
provided  no  stay  of  proceedings  has  been  obtained  upon  the  ip- 
peal.  N.  Y.  Com.  PL,  Sp.  T.,  1878,  Hening ©.  Punnett,  4  2>aZy,  548. 

)S.  Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  that  the  purchaser  is  a  party  to  the 
foreclosure  suit,     lb, 

6.  A  judgment  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and 
of  the  parties,  is  a  complete  protection  to  a  purchaser  under  it, 
whether  he  be  a  party  to  the  judgment  or  not.     lb, 

7.  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  a  judicial  sale  is  entitled  to  a  satisfac- 
tory record  title ;  and  if  it  is  derived  under  a  will,  he  can  claim 
that  the  will  should  have  been  duly  admitted  to  probate;  and  the 
parties  insisting  on  his  taking  the  title  must  show  not  only  that 
the  will  has  been  admitted  to  probate,  but  also  that  the  surrogate 
admitting  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the  heirs-at-law  of  the  testator. 
Thorn  v,  Shiel,  Ante,  81. 

8.  Although  the  rule  might  be  doubted  on  general  principles,  it  must 
be  deemed  settled  by  Walker  v.  White  (86  Barb,,  592),  and 
Chatauqua  Co.  Bank  v.  White  (6  if.  F.,  286),  and  the  Same  9, 
Risley*(19  N^  F.,  869),  that  no  title  will  pass  by  the  deed  of  a 
referee  in  a  creditor's  suit,  unless  the  debtor,  or  other  persons, 
holding  the  legal  title,  conveyed  to  the  referee,  or  joined  in  the 
conveyance ;  and  a  decree  in  such  a  suit  authorizing  conveyance  by 
a  referee  or  master,  without  any  conveyance  from  the  parties 
holding  the  legal  title,  is  void  in  such  sense  that  a  purchaser  froai 
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the  referee  obtains  no  title.     Supreme  Ct.^  1878,  Dawley  «.  Brown, 
65  Barb.,  107. 

9.  Pending  proceedings  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  plaintiff  agreed  with 
the  mortgagor  to  purchase  the  premises  on  account  of  defendant. 
At  the  sale  the  premises  were  bid  in  for  a  small  sum  by  a  son  of 
plaintiff,  and  judgment  for  deficiency  entered  against  the  mort- 
gagor. HelcL,  that  under  the  agreement  the  sale  could  not  be 
allowed  to  stand.  [1  Barb.,  870.]  1874,  Crane  v,  Stiger,  2  Supreme 
Ct,  (T.  &  C),  577. 

10.  The  laches  of  defendant  in  omitting  to  move  for  relief  only 
affected  the  terms  upon  which  he  would  be  relieved.    Ih. 

11.  The  purchaser,  by  his  purchase,  submitted  himself  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  for  all  purposes  relating  to  him  in  that  character, 
as  if  he  had  been  a  party  to  the  suit  [2  Paige,  841 ;  86  N.  Y.,  677.] 
/ft. 

12.  Negligence  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  necessarily  ground  for  refusing 
his  motion  to  rescind  a  judicial  sale,  if  it  does  not  appear  that  it 
is  in  the  power  of  either  party  to  supply  unquestioned  defects  in 
the  title.     Supreme   C^.,- 1878,'Parisen  v.  Parisen,  1  Supreme  Ct/ 
{T.<jb  C),  642;  S.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  885. 

13.  Speculative  value  not  ground  for  resale.  Barnes  v,  Stoughton,  2 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  tk  C),  675. 

14.  The  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  premises  sold  on  fore- 
closure, when  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  haviug  no  notice 
of  its  pendency,  can  not  be  made  to  bear  the  loss  resulting  from  a 
resale,  made  necessary  by  negligence  in  the  conduct  of  the  action, 
especially  where  the  vitiating  defect  is  the  omission  to  make  him  a 
party ;  no  portion  of  such  loss  therefore  can  be  dedutced  from  his 
his  interest  in  surplus  moneys  arising  from  the  second  sale.  Ct.  of 
App.y  1878,  Raynor  t,  Selmes,  52  JV.  F.,  570 ;  reversing  7  Lane., 
440. 

MoifrsY  Paid  ;  Notice,  6. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  Conceding  that  the  United  States  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion over  maritime  torts,  and  that  placing  obstructions  in  navigable 
waters  is  such  a  tort,  still  the  legislature  may  confer  upon  munici- 
palities, police  authority  over  their  adjacent  navigable  waters  and 
harbors ;  and  a  violation  of  any  ordinance  adopted  by  the  munici- 
pal authority,  within  the  power  conferred,  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  courts.  And  an  act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  the 
passage  of  such  an  ordinance  is  valid.  Supreme  Ct.y  1872,  City  of 
Ogdensburg  v.  Lyon,  7  Lans.j  215. 
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2.  It  is  a  general  rule  as  to  jurisdiction,  that  conferring  it  upon  ooa 
court  does  not  oust  other  courts  before  possessing  it ;  for  concurrent 
jurisdiction  is  not  inconsistent.  [2  Hill,  164.]  Ct.  of  App,^  1873, 
Ck)oke  «.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  6*3  N.  F.,  96. 

8.  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  against  a  foreign 

corporation  for  a  cause  of  action  which  did  not  arise  in  this  State, 

unless  the  corporation  takes  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  before  an 

unqualified  appearance.     A  voluntary  and  unqualified  appearance, 

such  as  appearing  generally  and  answering  to  the  merits,  gives 

jurisdiction.*    Supreme  Ct,  1878,  Carpenter  v.  Mintam,  66  Barh.^ 

298. 
4.  A  State  court  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  by  an  assignee  in 

bankruptcy  to  set  aside  a  transfer  of  property  made  in  fraud  of  the 

U.   S.   bankrupt  act.      Supreme    Ct,,    Sp.    T.,    1872,    Gilbert  «. 

Crawford,  46  Eaw.  Pr.,  222. 

EVIDBNCB,  8. 

JUSTICES'  COURT. 

1.  If  a  justice  erroneously  receives  evidence  of  a  aefense  arising 
subsequent  'to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  which  is  not 
pleaded  by  supplemental  answer,  he  can  not  subsequently  reject  the 
evidence,  after  the  conclusion  of  the  trial,  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
defendant.     Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Hall  v.  Olney,  65  Barb.,  27. 

2.  The  rule  that  a  plea  of  title  is  no  bar  to  an  action  in  a  justice^s 
court  for  an  encroachment  on  a  highway  [Parker  v.  Van  Houten, 
7  Wend.,  145;  Fleet  v.  Youngs,  Id.,  291],— followed.  Chapman  t. 
Swan,  e6  Barb,  210. 

8,  A  judgment  entered  within  twenty-four  hours  of  the  rendition  of  a 
verdict  by  the  jury,  is  a  compliance  with  the  statute  [2  £dw.,  828, 
2  R.  S. ,  575,  §  85],  and,  therefore,  where  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
was  received  '*  about  midnight,"  and  entered  in  the  judge's 
minutes,  and  at  daylight  next  morning  the  judge  entered  the  judg- 
ment in  his  docket,  the  judgment  was  valid.  1878,  Goodrich  v. 
Sullivan,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  d  C7.),  191. 

4.  A  judgment  entered  as  follows,  ''6th,  damages  $30.00,  $4.60,''  the 
return  stating  the  $4.60  was  entered  as  coats,  is  in  form  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  judgment.  [Overruling  Stephens  v.  Santee,  51  Barb., 
632.]    lb. 

6.  The  rule  [18  Wend.,  568]  that  a  justice  can  not  alter  the  amount  of 
a  judgment  after  it  is  entered  on  his  docket,  and  if  altered  it  must 

'*'  The  report  is  defective,  no  statement  of  the  pleadings  being 
given;  but  an  examinaticm  of  tlfe  record  shows  that  the  above  was 
the  point  decided. 
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be  held  to  be  a  judgment  for  the  amount  for  which  it  was  originally 
entered, — reiterated.  1873,  Rose  tJ.  Depue,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  &  C7.),  16. 

6.  Upon  a  trial  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  jury  rendered  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  was  not  called,  nor  was  he  pres- 
ent when  the  verdict  was  received  by  the  justices.  Heldy  error  for 
which  the  judgmAt  must  be  reversed  on  defendant's  appeal.  [14 
Barb.,  881;  8  R.  S.,  5  ed.,  448,  §§  101,  110;  21  Wend.,  805;  8Denio, 
78;  8  Hill,  7'n]  1878,  Board  of  Excise  v.  Turk,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T, 
&  C),  367. 

7.  Plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  recover  fifty  dollars,  and  defendant 
denied  the  cause  of  action,  and  set  up  a  counter-claim  for  a  like 
amount,  and  recovered  judgment  for  that  sum.  Plaintiff  appealed, 
claiming  judgment  in  his  favor  for  fifty  dollars  besides  costs.  Upon 
trial  in  the  county  court  before  a  jury,  a  verdict  of  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  rendered.  Ildi^  defendant  was  bound  to  make  no  offer, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  costs.  1874,  Church  tJ.  Miller,  2  5m- 
yretM  Ct,  (T.  dk  C),  583;  8.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  535. 

8.  In  a  notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice^s  court,  a  statement  that  ^Hhe 
justice  erred  in  allowing  incompetent  evidence,"  is  wholly  insuffi- 
cient [2  Sandf.,  632;  1  Code  R.,  108;  15  How.  Pr.,  82;  18  Wend., 
550.]  1878,  Delong  v.  Brainard,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C.\  1. 

8o  of  a  statement  that  the  judgment  is  unsupported  by  evi- 
dence.    Ih. 
Compare  Nolan  t.  Page,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  C),  Adden.,  2. 

9.  Upon  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment  to  the  county  court,  a 
notice  which  contains  one  good  ground  is  sufficient,  under  the 
statute  as  to  costs,  although  other  grounds  are  not  sustained.  [68 
Barb.,  99;  47  N.  Y.,  99.]  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Bixby  v.  Warden, 
46  How.  Pr.y  239. 

10.  Section  371  of  the  Code  applies  to  all  cases  of  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  a  justice's  court,  where  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had ; — to  appeals 
upon  a  question  of  fact,  as  well  as  law.     lb. 

11.  In  an  action  of  trover  in  a  justice's  court,  plaintiff  recovered 
one  hundred  dollars.  Upon  appeal  to  the  county  court,  where  a 
trial  was  had,  he  recovered  eighty-three  dollars  and  eighty-eight 
cents.     Held,  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  of  appeal.     lb. 

12.  An  affidavit  stating  that  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the 
county,  and  also  that  he  is  about  to  remove  his  goods  therefrom, 
&c.,  is  sufficient  for  issuing  an  attachment,  both  under  2  B.  8.,  230, 
§  26,  and  Laics  of  1 831.  But  it  may  be  inferred,  if  material,  when  the 
summons  and  subsequent  proceedings  were  in  conformity  with  the 
latter  act,  that  the  attachment  was  issued  thereunder.  Supreme  Ct,, 
1872,  Reinmiller  v.  Skidmore,  7  Lans.,  161. 

18.  A  bond  approved  by  a  justice,  given  on  issuing  an  attachment,  ii 
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safScient  to  uphold  his  jurisdiction  as  against  a  stranger  to  the  pro- 
ceeding, although  a  mistake  was  made  in  the  condition  of  it.  [31 
N.  T.,  505.]  Whether  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  waived  the 
defect,  it  seemly  is  the  test  whether  it  was  a  nullity  or  mere  irregn- 
hirity.  [26  N.  Y.,  418.]  i6. 
14.  Parol  evidence  of  an  execution  and  a  sale  tlRreunder  having  heen 
admitted  without  ohjection,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the  objection  on 
appeal.     Ih, 

JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  The  provision  of  the  constitution  [Art.  6,  {  13]  limiting  the  tenure 
oi^  certain  judicial  officers,  has  no  application  to  justices  of  the 
peace.  [45  N.  Y.,  820.]  1878,  Dohring  «.  People,  2  Superior  Ct, 
(T,  <h  C),  458. 

2.  Even  if  a  justice  who  has  passed  the  jh*escribed  limit  were  not  t 

member  of  the  court  convicting  a  prisoner  as  de  jure  justice,  if  he 
was  de  facto  justice  and  a  member  of  such  court,  this  is  sufficient. 
[28  N.  Y.,  296;  24  Wend.,  525.]     lb. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  The  erection,  on  the  sidewalk,  of  a  permanent  awning,  screwed  to 
the  house,  is  a  violation  of  a  covenant  not  to  make  any  alteration 
in  the  house.     Trenor  v.  Jackson,  Ante.,  115. 

2.  Such  a  breach  of  covenant,  however,  is  not  ground  for  an  injunc- 
tion at  the  suit  of  the  lessor,  especially  where  the  lease  reserves  a 
right  of  re-entry  for  breach  of  covenant.     lb. 

Costs,  4;  CouNTBR-CLAiBf,  2;  Summary  Procebdinob. 

LEASE. 

The  dispossession  of  the  tenant,  by  summary  proceedings,  for  non-pay- 
ment, (fee,  does  not  impair  the  lessor's  right  of  action  against  him 
for  breach,  during  the  quarter  prior  to  the  dispossession,  of  cove- 
nant to  pay  a  tax.  1873,  Johnson  v,  Oppenheim,  85  J^.  7.  Sup.  Ct.  (8 
Jones  d:  S,),  440. 

LIMITATIONS. 

1.  A  cause  of  action  held  not  barred  until  six  years  after  formal 
demand  and  refusal,  although  payment  and  pre\'ious  requests  for  a 
return  of  the  pledge  took  place  more  than  six  years  before  the  action 
was  brought.    Roberts  v.  Berdell,  Ante,  177.  i 

2.  Demand  and  refusal  are  evidence  of  a  conversion  at  the  time  of  the 
refusal.     Jb. 

V.  A  part  payment  derived  from  a  collateral  security,  and  without  the 
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assent  of  the  debtor  to  it  as  a  payment,  is  not  alone  sufficient  as 
a  new  promise.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Harper  v.  Fairley,  53  iV.  F., 
442. 

4.  To  render  the  statute  of  limitations  available  as  a  bar  to  a  counter- 
claim, it  must  be  pleaded,  by  reply.     Williams  v.  Willis,  AnUy  11. 

5.  An  amendment  can  not  be  allowed  on  appeal,  so  as  to  sustain  a 
judgment  for  plaintift,  in  such  case,  if  he  neglects  to  reply.     lb, 

0,  Where  the  cause  of  action  arose  before  the  Revised  Statutes,  no 
lapse  of  time  will  prevent  a  court  of  equity  from  giving  relief,  where 
the  fraud  is  clearly  established.  Supreme  Ct.j  1872,  Prindle  v. 
Beveridge,  7  Lans,y  225. 

7.  Statutes  of  limitations  contained  in  the  Revised  Statutes  do  not 
apply  to  cases  where  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  the  Revised 
Statutes  went  into  effect.    1 6. 

8.  Where  letters  testamentary  were  issued  to  the  executor,  and  at  the 
same  time  letters  of  administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  of  a  de- 
ceased devisee  who  had  become  personally  liable  by  acceptance  of 
the  devise  for  a  legacy  charged  on  the  devised  property.  Eeldy 
that  the  executor^s  only  action  for  the  legacy  was  in  equity,  and  a 
Buit  commenced  within  ten  years,  was  in  time  to  save  the  statute  of 
limitations.  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Salisbury  v.  Morss,  7  Lans., 
359. 

9.  Actions  for  specific  relief  in  equity  are  now  to  be  brought  within 
ten  years,  except  as  provided  in  section  91,  subd.  6,  of  the  Code. 

n, 

10.  The  failure  to  appoint  an  executor  does  not  prevent  the  statute  of 
limitations  from  running.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T,y  1871,  Dunham  v. 
Sage,  7  Lans.,  419;  affirmed  in  52  If,  71,  419. 

11.  An  action  by  the  executors,  to  set  aside  conveyances  made  by  the 
testator  through  the  undue  influence  of  his  brother,  is  not  barred  for 
any  less  delay  than  that  specified  in  the  statute  of  limitations.  Nor 
will  acquiescence  be  readily  inferred  where  plaintiffs  were,  in  a  great 
measure,  in  defendants'  power,  and  the  evidence  was  difficult  to  ob- 
tain.    1873,  Piatt  p.  Piatt,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  d  C),  25. 

12.  An  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance  is  barred  after  the 
lapse  of  six  years  from  the  time  when  the  fraud  was  discovered. 
[87  N.  Y.,  657;  1  Hoff.  Ch.,  156;  15  N.  Y.,  505;  3  Sandf.,  482;  41 
N.  Y.,  164.]  1874,  Taft  v,  Wright,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  &  C), 
614. 

18.  An  action  to  compel  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  municipal 
bonds  claimed  to  be  void,  because  the  conditions  of  the  statute  had 
not  been  complied  with,  is  not  an  action  for  relief  on  the  ground  of 
fraud ;  and  the  six  years*  limitation  applies.  1873,  Town  of  Venice 
•.  Breed,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  &  C,\  130;  S,  C,  65  Barh.y  697. 
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14.  An  action  to  redeem  a  mortgage  is  within  section  Vt  of  the  Code 
[8  Barb.  Ch.,  199;  5  Lans.,  51],  and  no  exception  exists  in  favor  of 
married  women  [Laws  of  1870«  ch.  741,  §{  5,  15];  and  the  caose  of 
action  accrues  as  soon  as  the  purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
enters  into  possession  under  the  foreclosure  sale  [50  N.  Y.,  857;] 
1874,  Depew  v.  Dewey,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  dt  C),  515;  S.  C,  46 
Hau).  Pr,,  441. 

15.  Courts  will  not  grant  relief  after  a  party  has  lost  his  rights  by 
lapse  of  time  under  a  statutis  bar.  To  do  so  would  accomplish  by 
indirect  means  what  the  legislature  had  provided  should  not  be 
done  by  any  means  [18  How.  Pr.,  93;  16  Id.,  385;  1  Kern.,  374; 
22N.  Y.,  319;  27  Id.  638].     Ih. 

16.  In  section  101  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, — which  enumerates  disabili- 
ties which  suspend  the  statute,  namely,  infancy,  insanity,  imprison- 
ment for  crime,  and  (until  the  recent  amendment),  marriage;  with 
a  proviso  that  the  period  within  which  the  action  must  be  brought 
can  not  be  extended  more  than  five  years  by  any  such  disabibilty,  ex- 
cept infancy,  nor  can  it  be  so  extended  in  any  case  longer  than  one 
year  after  the  disability  ceases, — the  last  clause  of  the  proviso  applies, 
not  only  to  infancy,  but  to  the  other  disabilities  mentioned.  Thus, 
marriage  only  allows  a  disability  of  five  years,  no  matter  how  long 
coverture  continues.  Where  the  coverture  ceased  by  the  death  of 
the  woman  nearly  five  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued, — Hdd^ 
that  the  executors  must  sue  within  one  year  thereafter.  Ct,  of  App.^ 
1873,  Dunham  o.  Sage,  52  N.  F.,  229 ;  reversing  5  Lane,,  451 ;  and 
affirming  7  Id,,  419. 

17.  Merc  cross  demands,  such  as  bills  and  notes  set  up  as  counter- 
claims, against  plaintifi^,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold,  &c.,  do  not 
constitute  an  account  within  the  statute  of  limitations,  Code,  sec- 
tion 95.      1873,  Perrine  v,  Hotchkiss,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  S  C),  370. 

18.  The  Tight  of  action  of  cestuis  qui  trust,  to  set  aside  a  purchase  of 
the  trust  estate  by  the  trustee,  is  subject  to  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  expires  in  ten  years  from  the  time  at 
which  it  accrued.  The  time  during  which  the  trustee  continued  to 
act  as  such  is  not  to  be  deducted.  The  cause  of  action  must  be 
deemed  to  accrue  at  the  time  when  the  trustee  took  possession  of 
the  premises  so  purchased,  and  notoriously  held  them  as  his  own« 
Ct.  o/App.,  1873,  Hubbell  v,  Medbury,  68  iV.  F.,  98. 

19.  While  limitations  of  the  time  within  which  to  bring  an  action  on 
a  policy  of  insurance  are  valid,  they  are  regarded  with  extreme 
jealousy  by  the  courts,  and  may  be  waived  by  any  act  or  declara- 
tion which  induces  the  assured  to  wait.  [14  N.  Y.,  253;  5  Lans., 
275;  10  Abb.,  816;  39  N.  Y.,  45.]  1873,  People  v.  Liverpool, 
don,  &c.,  Ins.  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  ik  C,\  268. 
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20.  Where  the  only  objection  to  a  claim  on  a  policy  is  purely  formal 
and  technical,  and  no  hint  is  given  that  the  claim  is  involved,  a  dis- 
puted claim  is  not  made  out,  and  the  Umitation  of  the  time  within 
which  to  bring  an  action  on  a  disputed  claim  does  not  apply.     lb, 

21.  It  BeevMy  that  proceedings  to  revive  and  continue  actions  are  with- 
in the  purview  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  are  barred  by  lapse 
of  time.     Ct.  of  App,^  1873,  Beach  «,  Reynolds,  63  N.  F.,  1. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  A  complaint  presented  to  a  magistrate,  which  results  in  his  send- 
ing a  letter  to  the  accused,  requesting  him  to  call  and  explain  the 
charge,  although  it  be  maliciously  made,  it  is  not  ground  for  an  ac- 
tion for  malicious  prosecution.     Newfield  v.  Copperman,  Ante^  860. 

2.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  for  felony,  evidence  of  what 
took  place  on  a  settlement  between  the  parties  is  inadmissible.  1878, 
Van  Voorhes  tJ.  Leonard,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  A  C),  148. 

8.  The  parties  could  not  lawfully  compound  a  felony,  and  such  a  set- 
tlement could  not  be  recognized,     lb. 
FalsbImfbisonhent;  Qubstioi^s  of  Law  akd  Fact,  4,  5. 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  To  entitle  the  relator  to  the  writ,  he  should  make  a  case  clearly 
showing  his  right.  Thus,  in  a  mandamus  against  a  religious  oor- 
poration,  alleging  that  the  relator  was  a  member  of  the  church,  and 
that  the  church  removed  him  from  oflSce  and  from  membership 
without  giving  him  notice  of  trial,  is  not  sufficient  without  showing 
that  he  held  any  office  in  the  corporation,  Ct.  o/App.y  1873,  People 
ex  rel.  Ditcher  «.  German  U.  Ev.  Ch.,  53  N.  F.,  103;  reversing  6 
Lane.^  172;  and  affirming  3 /<f.,  434. 

2.  The  provision  of  2  R.  S.,  687,  section  67, — that  on  a  verdict  for 
relator  on  issue  taken  on  the  return  to  an  alternative  mandamus, 
relator  shall  recover  damages  and  costs,  and  a  peremptory  writ  be 
granted  without  delay, — does  not  authorize  the  issue  of  peremptory 
writ  where  the  record  shows  no  legal  right  because  of  a  mistake  in 
the  return  in  matters  of  fact,  resulting  in  a  verdict  for  the  relator. 
The  true  rule  is  that  at  any  time  after  a  return,  and  before  a 
peremptory  mandamus  is  awarded,  defendant  may  object  to  a  want 
of  sufficient  title  in  the  relator  to  the  relief  sought,  or  show  any 
other  defect  of  substance,  though  he  can  not  after  return  object  to 
defects  in  form.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  dispense  with 
an  action  for  false  return.  [28  N.Y.,  112;  10  Wend.,  26,  and  explain- 
ing 26  N.  Y.,  316.]  Ct.  ofApp.,  1878,  People  (ez  rel.  Dunkirk,  &c. 
R.  R.  Co.)  c.  Batchelor,  63  N.  F.,  128. 
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MAUMB  COURT. 


8.  Ad  altematiye  mandamus  beiDg  in  the  nature  of  an  order  to  show 
cause,  any  cause  or  defense  which  exists  at  the  time  fixed  for 
showing  cause  is  an  answer  to  the  writ.  1878,  People  «.  Corner,  of 
Reading,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  &  C),  198. 

4.  Not  to  be  denied  merely  because  an  order  previously  made  for 
payment  of  part  of  the  claim  has  never  been  obeyed.  Ct.  of  App., 
1873,  People  ex  rel,  Kingsland  v.  Palmer,  52  JVl  F.,  88. 

New  York,  2,  4. 

MANUFACTURING  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  A  general  superintendent  of  a  mine  is  a  **  servant "  within  the 
statute  [8  Robt.,  816],  although  it  does  not  appear  that  he  evei 
worked  with  the  men  [40  Barb.,  294].  And  it  seems  that  the 
judgment  roll  in  the  action  against  the  company  may  be  resorted  tc 
as  sufficient  evidence  that  the  original  debt  was  payable  within  one 
year.  1872,  Hill  v.  Spencer,  84  N.  T.  Superior  Ct:  (2  Jonei  &  S.\ 
304. 

2.  Obtaining  judgment  against  the  corporation  and  attempting  to 
collect  it,  does  not  affect  the  creditor's  right  to  hold  stockholders 
individually  liable.  1878,  Deming  v.  Puleston,  86  iV.  T,  Svperior 
Ct.{3JoneSik  S.),  309. 

8.  To  maintain  an  action  against  a  stockholder,  the  necessity  of  a 
previous  execution  unsatisfied  against  the  corporation,  if  it  be 
required  by  the  statute,  is  dispensed  with,  where  it  is  rendered  im 
possible  by  proceedings  under  the  bankrupt  act  instituted  by  the 
stockholder  himself.  Ct,  of  App,y  1873,  Shellington  v,  Howland, 
53  N.  r.,  371. 

4.  Remedy  of  creditors  against  stockholders,  &c.  Johnson  v.  Under- 
bill, 52  K  r.,  203. 

MARINE  COURT. 

1.  In  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  relative  to  appeals  from 
judgments  of  the  marine  court  (sections  351  to  871  inclusive),  the  term 
^^juttice  "  is  used  as  a  correlative,  or  of  equivalent  meaning,  with 
the  various  terms  ** marine  court,"  ** assistant  justices'  courts  of 
New  York  city,"  and  "justices'  courts  of  cities,"  or  as  synonymous 
with  the  term  **tho  court  below."    JV.  T,  Com,  Pi,,  1872,  Boomer 

.    V.  Brown,  4  Daly,  229. 

2.  Under  the  provisions,  therefore,  of  section  371  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure in  regard  to  costs,  on  appeal  to  the  common  pleas, — which 
provide  that  **  wherever  costs  are  awarded  to  the  appellant,  he 
shall  be  allowed  to  tax,  as  part  thereof,  the  costs  and  fees  paid  to  ths 
justice  on  making  the  appeal,  as  disbursements,  in  addition  to  the 
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costs  in  the  appellate  court;  and  when  the  judgment  in  the  suit 
htfore  the  justice  was  against  such  appellants,  he  shall  further  be 
allowed  to  tax  the  costs  incurred  by  him,  which  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  recover  in  case  the  judgment  below  had  been 
rendered  in  his  favor;"-— on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
general  term  of  the  New  York  marine  court,  the  appellant  on 
reversal  may  tax  as  costs  the  fee  paid  to  the  clerk  of  the  marine 
court  for  making  the  return,  and  also  the  costs  incurred  by  him 
which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  in  case  the  judgment 
in  the  marine  court  had  been  in  his  favor.     Ih. 

8.  The  case  of  Ellert  v.  Kelly  (4  E.  D.  Smith,  12)  distinguished  and 
explained.     Ih. 

4.  On  execution  from  the  N.  T.  marine  court,  a  marshal  took  chat- 
telSf  one  of  which  his  men  pawned,  and  the  auctioneer,  employed 
by  the  marshal,  redeemed  it,  and  refused  to  deliver  it  without 
being  reimbursed.  Held^  that  the  marine  court  had- not  power  tg 
determine  the  right  to  possession  on  summary  application  without 
action.    People  ex  rd,  Walters  v.  Conner,  Ante^  430. 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

t.  Where,  after  part  of  the  work  called  for  by  a  contract  made  by 
several  joint  contractors,  has  been  finished  and  paid  for,  and  the  con- 
tract abandoned,  if  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  by  a  new  arrange- 
ment with  the  owner,  goes  on  and  completes  the  work,  he  may  file  a 
lien  in  his  own  name  therefor ;  and  the  fact  that  he  subsequently 
takes  an  assignment  from  the  other  original  joint  contractors,  does 
not  show  that  they  were  interested,  and  were  necessary  parties, 
Hubbell  V.  Schreyer,  Ante,  800. 

2.  An  ambiguity  in  the  introduction  of  the  notice,  in  describing  the 
claim  as  being  against  one  person,  instead  of  as  against  two,  may  be 
cured  by  reference  to  a  full  and  accurate  statement  of  the  claim  in 
subsequent  parts  of  the  notice.     Ih, 

8.  The  mechanic's  lien  law  is  to  be  treated  as  a  remedial  statute ;  and 
though  it  is  to  be  strictly  construed  so  far  as  to  require  substantial 
compliance  with  every  material  provision  by  which  the  property  of 
a  third  person  may  be  incumbered  by  the  mere  act  of  the  claimant, 
yet  it  is  to  be  construed  not  so  strictly  as  to  deprive  creditors  of  the 
benefit  intended  to  be  conferred.     Ih, 

4.  A  mistake  in  a  notice  filed  under  the  act  of  1868, — e,  {/.,  not  nam- 
ing all  the  debtors, — may  be  deemed  cured  by  the  provision  of 
section  2,  of  the  act,  that  no  variance  shall  impair  the  claimant's 

'  right,  but  relief  shall  be  given  according  to  the  evidence.     Ih, 

6.  In  a  proceeding  under  that  act,  the  court  may  give  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  owner,  if  the  debt  was  his  proper  debt.     Ih, 
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0.  ▲  mis-statement  in  the  notice  of  lien,  as  to  the  person  against  whom 
the  claim  was  made,  does  not  necessarily  vitiate,  if  the  owner's  name 
is  stated,  and  the  contractor's  name  appears  by  the  complaint  and 
answer.     CU  of  App,y  1878,  Morgan  v.  Chase,  62  N.  F.,  846. 

7.  Several  contiguous  buildings,  of  one  owner,  may,  as  against  him, 
be  treated  as  one  building,  and  a  single  lien  filed  and  foreclosed 
against  him.    Ih, 

8.  Purchasers  holding  a  contract  for  a  conveyanbe  and  a  building  loan, 
assigned  the  contract,  and  the  assignee  reassigned  to  them  the 
right  t«  a  conveyance,  but  proceeded  to  build,  and  employed  a 
contractor.  Heldy  that  the  latter  could  file  a  lien  as  against  the 
vendors.  They  continued  to  be  the  owner,  within  the  Kings  and 
Queens  counties' act.  [Laws  of  1862,  ch.  478.]  Hart  v.  Wheeler,  1 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d:  C.%  408. 

9.  Under  the  mechanic's  lien  law  for  New  York  city  [Laws  of  1868,  ch. 
.    500],  the  **  owner  "  intended  is  the  owner  of  the  erection,  and  not 

of  the  lands  on  which  it  is  placed.     iV.  F.  Com,  PL,  1871,  Muldoon 
i^.Pitt,  4  Dali/,  105;  aflirmedin  54  i^.  F.,  269. 

10.  Under  the  lien  law  [Laws  of  1854,  ch.  402],  the  laborer  can  obtain 
a  lien  only  for  labor  performed  within  thirty  days  immediately  pie- 
ceding  the  filing  of  notice  of  lien.  [85  N.  Y.,  94.]  1878,  Goodafe 
«.  Walsh,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  &  C,\  811, 

11  >  The  question  of  costs  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  [Laws  of 

••   1878,  ch.  489,  $  18].    11, 

12.  The  act  of  1862  as  to  Ejngs  county  [Laws  of  1862,  ch.  478,  $  l]i  » 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  allow  a  lien  for  flagging  sidewalk. 

'    Ct,  of  App,,  1878,  Morgan  «.  Chase,  52  H,  F.,  846, 

18.  If  the  referee  reports  merely  for  a  sale,  the  remedy  for  the  error  of 
inserting  a  personal  judgment  in  the  record,  is  by  motion,  not  by 
appeal  to  the  court.     Ih, 

14.  The  court  will  not,  and  it  seems^  can  not,  on  motion,  discharge  a 
lien,  or  reduce  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  filed 
three  months  after  the  work  had  been  done  and  the  materials  fur- 
nished, if  the  parties  have  pleaded  to  issue  and  gone  to  trial  in  pro- 
ceedings to  enforce  the  lien.  Matter  of  Lien  on  740.  Broadway, 
Ante,  835. 

MINISTERIAL   ACT. 

Distinguished  from  judicial  act.  People  ez  rd,  Oswald  o.  Gofi^  52 
N,  F.,  484. 

MISTAKE. 

1.  The  mistake  which  will  warrant  a  court  of  equity  in  reforming  a 
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written  contract,  must  be  one  made  by  both  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment, so  that  the  intentions  of  neither  are  expressed  in  it;  or  it 
mnst  be  the  mistake  of  one  party  by  which  his  intentions  have 
failed  correct  expression,  and  there  must  be  fraud  in  the  other 
party,  in  taking  advantage  of  that  mistake  and  obtaining  a  contract 
with  the  knowlerlge  that  the  one  dealing  with  him  is  in  error  in 
regard  to  what  are  its  terms.  Ct,  of  App,^  1873,  Bryce  v.  Loril- 
lard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  46  How.  Pr.,  498;  affirming  85  JV.  F.  Superior 
Ct.  (8  Jonea  A  8,),  894. 

2,  As  a  general  rule,  a  court  of  equity  will  only  interfere  to  correct  a 
mistake  in  a  written  instrument,  where  it  has  been  mutual,  and  does 
not  embody  the  terms,  as  fully  understood  by  both  parties.  But 
'this  rule  does  not  prevail,  either  where  the  party  against  whom  the 
relief  is  sought  has  acted  in  bad  faith  or  disingenuously,  with  full 
apprehension  that  the  instrument  did  not  express  what  the  other 
party  desired  or  intended,  or  where  confidence  was  reposed  in  tdm, 
and  he  was  intrusted  with  and  assumed  the  preparation  of  the  in- 
strument, but  has,  in  its  preparation,  either  willfully  or  negligently, 
omitted  what  had  been  clearly  stated  to  him  as  the  intention  of  the 
other  party,  who,  relying  on  its  correctness,  and  without  particular 
examination  of  the  document  so  prepared,  incautiously  assents  to  it, 
under  the  supposition  that  it  conforms  to  the  verbal  terms  of  the 
negotiation,  as  previously  agreed  upon.  N,  F.  Com,  PL^  1873, 
Brioso  t.  Pacific  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly^  246. 

8.  Equity  may  reform  a  deed  upon  parol  evidence  of  a  mutual  mis- 
take in  regard  to  the  boundaries  of  the  land  conveyed,  even  though 
the  contents  of  the  deed  were  known  to  the  plaintiff  when  ex- 
ecuted. [10  N.  Y.,  819.]  1878,  Bush  v.  Hicks,  2  Supreme  Ct. 
(T.  db  C.\  856. 

4.  Ignorance  of  foreign  law ;  when  deemed  a  mistake  of  fact.  See 
Carpentier  v.  Mintum,  63  Barb,^  293. 

5.  Ignorance  of  fact  not  equivalent  to  mistake  of  fact.  Ct.  of  App.y 
1878,  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v,  Minch,  58  JV.  F.,  144;  reversing  6 
Lane.^  100. 

0.  Qrounds  of  relief  in  equity.  Earl  Beauchamp  t;.  Winn,  6  Eng.  B. 
(Moak'a  Ed.),  87. 

MONET  PAID. 

A  purchaser  of  land  at  an  execution  sale,  which  is  void  by  reason  of 
the  judgment  being  void,  may,  if  he  paid  in  good  faith  without 
actual  knowledge,  recover  back  the  money,  if  those  to  whom  it  was 
paid  procures  the  sale  and  knew  that  it  would  confer  no  title  [2 
Burr.,  1009].  Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Schwinger  v.  Hickok,  63  If. 
F.,  480. 
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MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  the  same  land  was  bound  by  a  judgment  and  a  mortgage, 
and  the  mortgage  was  foreclosed  without  making  the  judgment 
creditor  a  party, — Eeld^  that  the  purchaser  under  the ''foreclosure 
acquired  the  equity  of  redemption,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  that  the  judgment  creditor  was  not  entitled  to  redeem 
from  the  mortgage,  but  could  sell  the  equity  upon  execution.  CU 
ofApp.,  1878,  Reynolds  c.  Park,  58  N,  F.,  87. 

2.  ▲  mortgagee  in  possession,  and  having  received  rents  and  profits 
to  amount  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mortgage,  is  not  thereby  divested 
of  his  character  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  so  that  ejectment  will 
lie  against  him ;  but  an  action  for  an  accounting  must  be  brought 
to  have  the  amount  ascertained  and  applied.  Ct,  of  App.,  1878, 
Hubbell  V.  Moulson,  63  N.  F.,  225. 

DsBTOB  A2TD  Ckeditor,  1 ;  Plbadino,  16 ;  Rbcobd  ;  Tbustb  (ajxd 

Tbustees),  2. 

MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  Notwithstanding  the  restrictions  as  to  the  counties  in  which 
motions  may  be  made  at  special  term,  counsel  may  agree  to  have  a 
motion  in  any  cause  in  the  supreme  court,  heard  and  decided  at  a 
special  term,  in  any  county;  and  the  order  so  made  is  reviewable 
as  if  made  in  a  county  prescribed  by  law.  Supreme  Ci,^  1878,  Rice 
«.  Ehle,  65  jRirJ.,  185;  S.  C,  46  Haw.  Pr.,  153. 

2.  Where  a  motion  is  granted  conditionally  upon  the  failure  of  the 
opposing  party  to  do  a  certain  act,  if  the  act  is  not  performed,  the 
proper  practice  is  for  the  moving  party  to  show,  by  affidavit,  such 
failure  to  perform,  and  thereupon  to  apply  ex  parte  for  an  order 
granting  the  motion  absolutely.  N,  T,  Com,  Pl.y  1873,  Stewart  v. 
Berge,  4  Daly^  477. 

3.  On  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  district  court,  and  pending  a 
stay  of  proceedings  thereon,  an  order  was  made,  on  motion  of  the 
respondent,  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  unless  the  return 
was  filed  within  a  specified  time.  The  return  was  not  filed  within 
such  time,  and  the  respondent,  upon  filing  an  affidavit  to  that 
effect,  issued  execution  on  the  judgment.  Held^  that  this  was 
irregular,  and  that  the  appeal  was  not  dismissed  without  the 
entry  of  an  order  to  that  effect.    1  h. 

4.  An  order  of  court  directed  the  payment  out  of  a  certain  fund,  of 
any  arrearages  due  or  owing  to  the  laborers  and  employees  of  a  rail- 
road company,  for  labor  and  services  actually  done  in  connectioo 
with  such  company's  railways.  Hdd,  that  the  word  **  employee " 
was  limited  in  its  operation  to  such  servants  of  the  company  as 
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were  usually  engaged  in  the  construction,  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  company's  railways  [24  N.  Y.,  482;  38  Barb.,  390],  and 
had  no  application  to  one  employed  as  legal  counsel  for  the  com- 
pany. 1873,  Gurney  v,  Atlantic  &  Great  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  2 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  is  C,\  446. 

5.  After  entry  of  an  order  of  the  court,  an  order  made  by  the  judge 
peremptorily  requiring  the  attorneys  to  appear  for  the  purpose  of 
resettling  the  order,  and  the  hearing  of  an  argument  as  to  the  re- 
settlement, have  the  effect  to  reopen  the  order ;  and  if  the  judge 
refuses  to  modify  it,  it  must  be  re-entered  formally  in  order  to  limit 
the  time  for  appealing.  1872,  Star  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Godet,  34  iV.  F. 
Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonea  &  S.)y  869. 

6.  Repeated  refusals  to  make  affidavit  until  after  consulting  with 
counsel,  is  a  sufficient  refusal  to  sustain  an  order  for  examination* 
Rogers  v.  Durant,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,<k  C),  676. 

7.  An  interlocutory  order — e,  ^.,  for  payment  of  temporary  alimony 
— ^is  not  operative  after  judgment.  Supreme  Ct,j  1872,  Wood  v. 
Wood,  7  Lans.^  204. 

8.  Subdivision  8  of  section  401  of  the  Code,  requiring  motions  to 
decided  in  twenty  days,  is  simply  directory.  1872,  Hupfel  v. 
Schoemig,  34  N,  F.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonei  dk  S.),  476. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  In  procedings  to  acquire  lands  for  public  use  under  a  statute 
,  allowing  this  to  be  done  in  invitum  on  making  compensation, — 
an  adjudication  of  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  taking  certain 
lands  determines  the  right  of  the  respective  parties  (subject  to  the 
further  proceedings  to  fix  the  compensation),  and  after  such  adju- 
dication the  applicants  can  not  discontinue,  nor  should  the  court 
permit  them  to  discontinue  without  the  consent  of  the  land  owners. 
Matter  of  Washington  Park,  Ante,  148. 

3.  The  relators  agreed  with  the  commissioner  of  public  works  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  that  the  latter  might  enter  on  their  property,  and 
connect  a  lake  thereon,  with  the  aqueduct  of  the  city,  on  condi- 
tion that  the  commissioner  should  ftpply  to  the  legislature  for  the 
passage  of  an  act  authorizing  the  purchase  of  the  lake,  <&c.,  or 
the  taking  of  the  same  by  process  of  law  for  just  compensation; 
and  pursuant  to  this  agreement,  the  commissioner  entered  and  used 
the  waters,  and  the  legislature  passed  an  act  for  the  purpose  con- 
templated, and  the  city,  for  a  considerable  period,  enjoyed  the  use 
of  the  water;  but  the  commissioner  and  his  successor  failed  to 
agree  with  the  relator  on  a  price,  or  to  take  proceedings  to  acquire 

the  property ;  and  the  city  finally  ceased  to  make  use  of  the  waters. 
H.  8. — XV. — 85  j" 
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Htld^  1.  That  these  facts  did  not  constitate  the  relation  of  Tender 
and  purchaser  between  the  relator  and  the  city.  2.  Such  a  contract 
by  the  commissioner,  if  one  had  been  made,  would  not  bind  the 
successor  of  the  commissioner  nor  the  city,  without  a  ratification. 
8.  The  agreement  and  the  statute  passed  consequently,  and  the 
mere  commencement  of  proceedings  to  take  the  relator's  property, 
would  not,  at  least  until  a  report  of  commissioners  thereon,  confer 
any  vested  right  on  the  relator.  People  ftr  rd,  Mahopac  Manufac- 
turing Co.  V.  Van  Nort,  AnU^  242. 

2.  Non-residents  owning  lands  in  the  town,  which  are  not  properly 
taxed,  C4in  not  become  petitioners  to  bond  said  town  under  Xatet  of 
1871,  ch.  025.     1873,  People  «.  Oliver,  1  Suprmne  Ct,  (T,  <fe  C),  570. 

4.  The  statute  relating  tu  the  assessment  of  non-resident  lands  must 
be  substantially  complied  with,  or  the  assessment  will  be  void.  [Hill 
ADenio,  140.]     lb. 

6.  The  proceedings  to  bond  a  town  in  aid  of  a  railroad  under  Lawa  of 
1866,  ch.,  898,  §  2,  are  in  derogation  of  common  law  and  mufitbe 
strictly  pursued.  [45  N.  Y.,  781.]  1873,  People  ex  rd.  Town  of 
Rochester  «.  Deyoe,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (7*.  <ft  C),  142. 

6.  Where  the  proof  of  the  consent  of  a  corporation  owning  more  than 
the  amount  of  property  claimed  to  be  in  favor  of  bonding  is  defec- 
tive, the  proceedings  are  invalid.    Ih. 

7.  It  seems,  that  the  act  of  the  clerk  in  determining  whether  the 
requisite  consents  have  been  given,  is  judicial;  and  he  must  reeeive 
evidence  oflTered.     lb. 

8.  A  petitioning  taxpayer  may  withdraw  his  name  at  any  time  before 
ilnal  submission  of  the  case  to  the  county  judge.  Ct.  of  App.,  1373, 
People  ez  rel.  Irwin  v.  Sawyer,  52  N,  7.,  296 ;  People  ex  rel.  Yaw- 
ger  V.  Allen,  52  N.  F,,  638;  Supreme  Ct,y  1878,  People  ex  rel.  Angel 
V.  Hatch,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  d:  C),  113;  S.  C,  65  Barb,,  430. 

9.  The  affidavit  of  a  taxpayer  is,  under  the  statute,  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  the  petition  is  signed  by  the  number  requisite  to  give 
jurisdiction.     People  ex  rel  Angel  v.  Hatch  (above). 

10.  In  proceedings  to  bond  a  town  it  is  error  to  reject  on  general 
objection,  an  offer  to  have  certain  petitioners  appear  and  withdraw 
their  names,  and  the  objection  that  such  petitioners  were  not 
actually  produced,  could  not  be  taken  for  the  first  time  on  review. 
Supreme  Ct.^  1878,  People  ex  rel.  Youmanso.  Wagner,  7  Laru.y  467. 

11.  The  act  of  assessors  in  making  affidavit  that  a  majority  of  tax- 
payers had  consented  to  issue  municipal  bonds  in  aid  of  a  railroad, 
is  under  the  local  act,  Laua  of  1869,  ch.,  814,  §  2,  relative  to  the 
town  of  Springport,  as  under  the  general  law  [48  N.  Y.,  457],  in 
the  nature  of  a  judgment  which  may'  be  reviewed  by  certiorari 
Ot.  of  App.,  1878,  People  ex  rel.  Yawger  r.  Allen,  52  N.  F.,  538. 
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12.  The  boarH  of  commissioners  of  Washington  park  was  authorized 
by  statute  [Laws  of  1872,  ch.  45]  to  acquire  lands  for  a  public  pafk 
under  the  provisions  of  the  general  railroad  law,  and  from  the  time 
commissioners  for  appraisal  of  damages  are  appointed,  are  regulated 
by  the  laws  that  govern  railroad  companies  [52  N.  Y.,  187],  and 
they  have  the  right  to  discontinue  at  any  time  before  the  report  is 
confirmed.  1874,  Washington  Park  v.  Barnes,  2  Supreme  Gt,  {T,  d: 
C),  637. 

18.  Compensation  for  buildings  and  material  thereof.  Shuchardt  o. 
Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  hZN.  F.,  202;  affirming  59  Barb.y  295;  62 
Id,,  671. 

14.  Reduction  of  assessments  in  l^rooklyn.  Matter  of  Leeds,  53  iT.  F., 
400. 

15.  When  owner,  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  for  an  assessment,  is 
not  prohibited  from  impeaching  the  assessment.  Matter  of  Astor, 
53  N.  r.,  617. 

CoMFLAnrr,  13;  Parties,  18; 

NEGLIGENCE. 

It  is  negligence  to  leave  a  dangerous  machine  in  motion,  unguarded, 
in  such  an  exposure,  that  children  playing  near  might  be  expected 
to  be  drawn  to  it  by  curiosity,  and  injured.  Mullaney  v.  Spence, 
AnU,  319. 

Damages,  4;  Evidence,  35-40;  Nonsuit,  2;  Plbadino,  22;  Qubs- 

Tioiis  OF  Law  and  Fact,  8. 

NEW  TIUAL. 

1.  In  equity  actions  new  trials  will  not  be  granted  unless  it  very  clearly 
appears  that  undoubted  injury  has  been  done  by  the  admission  of 
objectionable  testimony.  The  court  will  look  at  the  entire  case,  and 
if  substantial  justice  has  been  done,  will  affirm  the  decision  not- 
withstanding the  admission  of  testimony  which,  in  ordinary  actions 
at  law,  might  have  necessitated  a  new  triaL  1873,  Piatt  v.  Piatt, 
2  Svpreme  Qt,  {T.  d:  C),  25. 

2.  Where  it  appears  that  the  fact  .in  question  was  abundantly 
established  by  other  competent  evidence,  the  admission  of  incom- 
petent evidence  will  be  disregarded  on  appeaL  1878,  Boyne  «.  New- 
comb,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T,  <k  C.\  251. 

8.  Under  section  268  of  the  Code,  as  amended  in  1867,  if,  on  the  trial 
of  an  equity  action,  the  judge  refuses  specific  relief,  and  allows  an 
issue  or  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  damages,  and  directs  the  cause 
to  stand  over  meanwhile,  the  decision  can  immediately  be  re- 
viewed by  moving  on  a  case,  at  general  term,  for  a  new  trial. 
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1878,   Stanton  v.  Miller,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.   db   C.)i  *8;  8.  C,  65 
JBarh,,  58. 

4.  Where  the  verdict  is  rendered  on  incompetent  testimony,  and  there 
is  a  well-founded  reason  to  believe  that  justice  has  not  been  done, 
the  judgment  will  be  reversed,  even  though  there  was  no  excep- 
tion takei^  on  the  trial  which  would  on  appeal  present  the  ques- 
tion of  the  incompetency  of  the  evidence.  JV.  T,  Cam.  PL,  1871, 
Maier  v.  Homan,  4  Daly,  168. 

5.  So  also  for  misdirection  of  the  court  although  no  exception  waff 
.  taken,  a  verdict  may  be  set  aside.     Costello  e.  Syracuse  R.  R  Co., 

65  Barh.y  92,  105;  foUowing  Bennett  e.  Johnson,  2  Lans,,  94. 

6.  The  admission  of  irrelevant  evidence  tending  to  establish  the  issue, 
in  absence  of  proof  that  it  had  no  weight  upon  the  mind  of  the 
referee,  is  sufficient  ground  to  reverse  a  judgment.  1873,  Steams 
V.  Ingraham,  1  Supreme  Ot,  (T.  <fc  C),  218. 

7.  The  general  rule  applied  in  penal  actions  and  in  actions  for  defama- 
tion, that  a  verdict  for  defendant  will  not  be  set  aside  as  againsit 
evidence  if  plaintiff  has  sustained  only  nominal  damages,  should  be 

^  applied  in  actions  for  assault  and  battery^  especially  where  plaintiff 
was  not  wholly  blameless,  and  has  not  been  grpssly  injured  or  in- 
sulted.    Chase  v,  Bassett,  Ante,  298. 

8i  Where  the  trial  is  before  a  judge  or  referee,  error  in  receiving  evi- 
dence may  be  deemed  cured  by  its  being  subsequently  stricken  out 
[Questioning  Erben  r.  Lorillard,  19  N.  Y,,  299].  Supreme  Ct,  1873, 
<Jarfield  v.  Kirk,  65  Barb.,  464. 

:9.  Where  a  new  trial  is  granted,  because  a  verdict  was  against  the 
clear  weight  of  testimony,  it  is  granted  only  on  payment  of  costs. 
Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Murphy  v.  Haswell,  65  Barh.,  880. 

10.  A  verdict  in  favor  of  two  plaintiffs,  when  the  cause  of  action  was 
wholly  in  one,  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial,  but  the  court  at 
general  term  may  correct  the  judgment  by  dismissing  the  action  as 
to  the  co-plaintiff.  Ct.  o/App.,  1878,  Simar  v.  Cauaday,  58  N,  7., 
298. 

11.  Under  Laws  of  1855,  p.  613,  ch.  887,  §  8,— in  relation  to 
new  trials  on  error  to  the  court  of  general  sessions  of  New  York,  — 
the  court  of  appeals  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  because  the  court 
below  rejected  testimony  offered  by  the  prisoner  after  the  case  had 
been  summed  up.  Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Wilke  v.  People,  58  N.  F., 
525. 

12.  Section  8  of  that  act  is  applicable  only  to  a  conviction  for  a 
capital  offense,  or  an  offense  punishable  as  a  minimum  punishment 
by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison  for  life.     Ih. 

18.  Application  for  new  trial  on  newly  discovered  evidence  denied  on 
the  ground  of  its  immateriality  and  cumulative  character.     1872, 
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Ritter  v.  Phillips,  84  J^.  T,  Superior  Ct.  (2  J<mes  is  5.),  289;  affirmed 
on  the  merit8,  in  53  N.  F.,  586. 

14.  The  rule  that  the  verdict  of  a  jury  will  be  set  arade  for  passion, 
prejudice,  inattention  to  duty^  or  misapprehension  of  fact  [20  How., 
155-170;  49  N.  Y.,  211],— illustrated.  1878,  Burlew  «.  Hubbell,  1 
Supreme  Ct  (T,  &  C),  235. 

15.  A  Terdict  should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the 
the  jurors  was  disqualified  by  consanguinity  to  a  party,  unless  it  be 
shown  that  injustice  has  been  done.     Hayes  «.  Thompson,  Ante^  220. 

16.  The  rules  goveming  applications  for  new  trials  recapitulated. 

1872,  Wehrum  «.  Kuhn,  34  N,  T,  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jonee  A  S.),  336. 
IT.  The  words  "  costs  to  abide  the  event "  mean  the  event  of  the 

point  in  controversy  on  which  the  new  trial  was  granted.     Jones  o. 
Williams,  5  Engl.  B,  (Moak'e  ed,\  234,  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.,  280. 
Appeal,  36,  37,  40 ;  Costs,  30,  34,  35 ;  Coubt  of  Appeals,  8 

Erbor,  4. 

NEW  YORK 

1.  The  rule  that  a  person  who  has  a  claim,  against  the  city  of  New 
York  which  is  unpaid,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  expressly  to 
the  contrary,  must  seek  his  remedy  by  action,  unless  the  account 
is  audited,  and  allowed,  and  approved  in  manner  provided  by  law 
[17  N.  Y.,  584;  18  Abb.,  100],— reiterated.  1873,  People  ex  rel 
Navarro  v.  Green,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d;  C),  62. 

2.  The  audit  and  allowance  of  the  board  of  supervisors  is  conclusive 
of  the  right  of  a  person  having  a  claim  against  the  county  of  New 
York  to  recover  his  claim,  subject  only  to  the  examination  and  al- 
lowance of  his  touchers  by  the  auditor,  and  the  approval  of  the 
comptroller  thereupon,  and  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  intervene 
by  due  process  in  case  of  fraud  or  collusion  shown  [12  Abb.,  192]. 

1873,  Peopb  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Green,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.   d&  (7.),   18; 
8.  C,  as  Brown  v.  Green,  46  Ebw.  2*r,,  302. 

8.  And  a  mandamus  against  the  comptroller  to  pay  the  claim  will  not 
lie  without  such  audit  of  the  vouchers,    lb. 

4.  An  auditing  by  the  audit  bureau  under  Laws  of  1870,  ch.  137,  §  37, 
was  not  conclusive,  and  did  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  sub- 
mitting the  claim  to  the  board  of  apportionment  and  audit  formed 
under  Laws  of  1872,  chs.  9,  375.  Ct.  of  App.^  1873,  People  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Board  of  Apportionment,  52  N.  71,  224;  and  see  2  Su- 
preme Ct.  (T.  dk  C.\  18,  23. 

6.  Mandamus  allowed  to  require  auditor  to  audit  and  comptroller  to 
pay  balance  of  a  just  county  charge,  which  had  been  audited  by  the 
supervisors.  People  ex  rel.  Hawley  «.  Earle,  46  How,  Pt.^  267. 
8.  P.,  People  ex  rel.  Duffin  c.  Earle.  Id.,  808. 
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G.  Bat  if  there  has  been  no  appropriation,  he  can  only  have  a  man- 
damus to  audit,  not  to  pay.  People  ex  rel.  Miller  «.  Green,  46 
Haw.  Pr,,  867. 

7.  Regularity  of  assessment,  and  failure  to  publish  notice.  Matter  of 
Astor,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  db  C),  488. 

8.  Under  Laws  of  1872,  ch.  580,  amending  Laws  of  1858,  as  to  the 
mode  of  setting  aside  assessments  in  New  York  and*  Brooklyn  for 
fraud  or  irregularity,  the  preceding  is  applicable  only  to  the  lands 
described  and  belonging  to  the  party  aggrieved,  the  applicant.  Ct. 
o/App.j  1873,  flatter  of  Delancey,  52  K  F.,  80. 

9.  Publication  of  resolution  for  local  improvement  essential  even 
though  no  paper  had  been  designated  pursuant  to  law  in  which  to 
make  publication.  Ct.  of  App.^  1873,  Matter  of  Smith,  52  iV.  K, 
526 ;  reversing  65  Barb.,  283 ;  compare  Matter  of  Folsom,  2  Supreme 
Ct.,{T.d!  C),  55. 

10.  The  court  can  not  review  discretion  of  croton  aqueduct  board  in 
laying  out  sewage  districts.    Matter  of  Ellsworth,  58  N.  F.,  647. 

11.  The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  since  its  ownership  of 
the  streets  is  in  trust  for  benefit  of  the  general  public,  has  no 
power  to  sanction  the  erection,  for  private  purposesi,  of  awnings 
upon  the  sidewalks,  which  obstruct  the  public  use  of  the  way. 
Trenor  v.  Jackson,  Ante^  115. 

12.  The  term  of  office  of  police  justice  in  city  of  New  York  is  not 
vested  by  the  constitution,  but  is  subject  to  legislative  control. 
Coulter  9.  Murray,  Antey  120. 

NONSUIT. 

1.  The  rule  that  in  considering  the  propriety  of  a  nonsuit  granted  at 
the  trial,  plaintiff  is  end  tied  to  the  concesmon  that  the  facts  existed 
as  they  appear  in  the  evidence  on  his  part,  and  that  upon  these 
facts,  aided  by  any  fact  favorable  to  plaintiff,  proved  by  defendant, 
the  right  of  the  court  to  nonsuit  is  to  be  determined, — applied. 
Carl  V.  Ajre&y  63  JV.  F.,  14. 

2.  Defendant  had  in  his  coal-yard  an  elevator  worked  by  steam,  close 
to  the  line  of  the  sddewalk ;  and  during  the  intermission  of  work, 
the  sliding  door  by  which  it  was  commonly  shut  off  from  the  street, 
was  left  open ;  and  in  absence  of  any  person  to  guard  it,  a  child, 
who  approached  it,  was  caught  and  crushed  by  the  descending  car. 
ITeldy  in  the  administrator's  action  to  recover  damages,  that  it  was 
improper  to  grant  a  nonsuit  on  these  facts;  and  that  the  question  of 
defendant's  negligence  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Mullaney 
«.  Spence,  Ante,  819. 

Tbials,  28-32. 
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NOTICE. 

1.  Where  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  a  contract,  in  order  to  forfeit  the 
rights  of  one  of  the  parties  thereunder,  notice  must  be  given  him 
by  the  other,  requiring  performance  within  some  reasonable  time 
therein  specified,  and  that,  in  case  of  default,  his  rights  will  be 
deemed  abandoned.  Ct.  of  App,^  1878,  Myers  v,  De  Mier,  52  i^.  F., 
647;  affirming  4  i>a7y,  347. 

2.  A  purchaser  who  consented  to  leave  the  property  in  the  grantor's 
possession,  stipulating  that'  it  should  remain  there  for  the  period  of 
sixty  days, — Hdd^  to  be  put  on  notice;  and  therefore,  having  pur- 
chased without  inquiry,  he  took  subject  to  equities.  Ooodenough 
9.  Spencer,  AnU^  248. 

8.  A  bank  having  once  made  a  loan  to  A.  on  a  note,  and  the  loan 
having  been  paid  and  the  note  returned)  B.,  who  meanwhile  had 
become  owner  of  the  note,  went  with  A.  to  the  bank  and  asked 
for  a  second  loan  thereon  to  A.  in  a  limited  amount.  Hddy  that  this 
request  was  not  equivalent  to  notice  that  B.  was  owner  of  the  note, 
and  the  bank  could  hold  the  note  for  further  advances  made  on  the 
faith  of  it  to  A.     Voorhees  v.  National  Citizens'  Bank,  Ante^  13. 

4.  Where  a  party  was  heard,  notice  of  the  assessment  may  be  pre- 
sumed.    Odell  «.  De  Witt,  68  N.  7.,  643. 

6.  A  proceeding  to  set  aside  a  sale  under  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
is  of  an  equitable  nature,  and  a  notice  which  is  fairly  sufficient  to 
put  a  person  on  inquiry  is  enough  to  create  the  obligation  of  dili- 
gence [Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  400,  401;  Parsons  on  Cont.,  vol.  2,  671; 
28  Wend.,  18;  15  N.  Y.,  584].  Accordingly,  when  more  than  two 
years  have  elapsed  since  plaintiff  had  notice  of  facts  sufficient 
to  put  him  on  inquiry,  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  sale  under  foreclosure 
will  be  refused.  1874,  Depew  c.  Dewey,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  d;  C), 
515;  S.  C,  46  How.  Pr.,  41. 

NUISANCE. 

1.  Any  person  who  sustains  a  private  injury  from  the  erection  or  con- 
tinuance of  a  public  nuisance,  may  maintain  an  action  therefor. 
Trenor  v.  Jackson,  Ante,  115. 

2.  A  structure  which,  though  not  hurtful  to  health  or  noxious  to  the 
senses,  interferes  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  life  or  pro- 
perty, is  a  nuisance  within  this  rule.     lb, 

8.  Remedy  in  case  of  noxious  business,  or  business  so  carried  on  as  to 
be  noxious.     6  Eng,    R.  (Moak^s  ed,\  440,  n, 

Injui^ctiok,  8,  4;  Pabtiss,  41. 
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OFFICER. 

1.  A  grant  of  power,  in  the  nature  of  a  public  office,  to  aevenl,  does 
not  become  void  upon  the  death  or  disability  of  one  or  more;  all 
are  deemed  to  meet  when  all  who  are  living  and  qualified  to  act, 
come  together.  Ct,  of  App.f  1878,  People  ex  rei.  Kingsland  v. 
Palmer,  52  iV.  F.,  88. 

2.  Statutes  fixing  the  time  for  public  officers  to  file  official  bonds  are 
directory.     McRoberts  v,  Winant,  Ante,  210. 

8.  A  county  treasurer  may  file  his  bond  at  any  time  before  entering 

upon  duties  of  his  office.     Ih, 
4.  Official  .oath,  and  effect  of  neglect  to  take  it.      People  ex,  reL 

Williamson  v.  McKinney,  52  N,  F.,  874. 

PAPERS  AND  SCHEDULES. 

A  rimple  reference,  in  a  paper  or  petition,  to  a  schedule  annexed,  is 
sufficient  to  incorporate  the  schedule  in  legal  effect,  without  more 
particular  description;  and  any  language  which  clearly  indicates 
the  intent  to  that  effect,  suffices.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  con- 
nection is  shown  by  a  reference  in  the  body  of  one  to  the  other,  or 
by  a  physical  annexing  of  them  in  a  manner  or  under  circumstances 
showing  clearly  the  intent  that  the  two  shall  together  make  one 
instrument.  Thus,  in  a  petition  to  condemn  lands  for  a  local 
improvement,  a  reference  to  names  and  residences  of  land  owners 
** hereafter  stated"  sufficiently  incorporates  with  the  petition  a 
schedule  of  names  and  residences  physically  annexed  thereto.  Ct, 
of  App.,  1878,  Matter  of  Comm'rs.  of  Washington  Paik,  Albany, 
52  N.  r.,  131. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  Where  the  parents  of  the  child  lived  in  a  quiet  neighborhood  in  the 
city,  where  few  vehicles  passed,  and  the  mother  permitted  the 
child  to  play  upon  her  steps  with  other  boys,  watching  him  mean- 
while as  her  work  permitted, — Held,  that  the  question  of  her  negli- 
gence, in  not  keeping  him  away  from  a  dangerous  machine,  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.     MuUaney  v.  Spencc,  Ante,  819. 

2.  Rights  and  remedies  of  father  and  mother  respectively.  6  Eng,  R, 
(Moak^s  ed.\  553,  n, 

PARTIES. 

1.  In  an  action  to  compel  an  accounting,  all  persons  interested  in  ob* 
taining  an  accounting  must  be  made  parties.  Supreme  Ct,^  1872, 
Petrio  V,  Petrie,  7  Lane.y  90. 
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2.  In  an  action  to  compel  an  executor  to  account,  legatees  whbse 
legacies  have  been  paid  and  who  have  given  agreements  to  refund, 
are  still  interested  in  the  estate,  and  entitled  to  be  heard  on  the  ac- 
counting,    lb, 

8.  In  an  action  for  an  accounting  by  a  trustee,  the  personal  represen- 
tatives of  a  deceased  trustee  are  necessary  parties,  unless  it  is  c6n> 
ceded  that  no  part  of  the  estate  came  into  his  hands.  Even  then, 
the  protection  of  his  estate  would  seem  to  require  that  they  be 
made  parties,     lb, 

4.  Where  there  are  no  representatives,  they  should  be  appointed  and 
made  parties,     lb. 

5.  Persons  entitled  under  the  will  to  money  from  the  estate  for  their 
education,  are  necessary  parties  to  the  accounting  of  the  execu- 
tor,    lb, 

6.  A  legatee  under  a  will  can  not  maintain  an  action  to  recover  assets 
from  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  executor.  Such  an  action 
can  only  be  maintained  by  the  testator^s  personal  representatives. 
Nor  can  the  legatee  maintain  an  action  to  restrain  a  solvent,  surviv- 
ing executor  from  applying  funds  of  the  estate  to  payment  of 
fictitious  or  outlawed  debts,  or  commidng  any  other  breach  of 
trust.     Tb, 

7.  The  legatee  must  know  that  the  executor  is  insolvent,  before  he  can 
require  the  court  to  assume  control  of  his  acts.     lb. 

8.  Upon  the  death  of  a  copartner  his  representatives  are  entitled 
to  an  accounting  of  the  copartnership  as  of  the  time  of  his  death 
[Story  on  Part.,  $  343].     1873,  Cheeseman  v,  Wiggins,   1  Supreme 

Ct.  {T,  S  C7.),  595. 

9.  If  the  business  is  continued  it  is  solely  at  the  risk  of  the  survivor, 
and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  partner  may  go  into  equity 
to  compel  an  account  [Story  on  Part.,  $  847],  and  this  whether  there 
is  anything  due  such  representative  or  not.     lb. 

10.  The  heirs  are  not  necessary  parties  on  such  accounting.     lb. 

11.  To  bind  the  estate  of  a  dece&sed  party,  or  to  authorize  any  decree 
for  an  account  against  the  same,  the  party  who  is  the  representative 
must  be  made  a  party  distinctly  in  his  representative  capacity.  1873, 
Fisher  f.  Hubbell,  7  Lam.^  481;  ^.  C,  1  Supreme  Ct.,  {T.  &  C7.>, 
97;  65  Bnrb.,  74. 

12.  A  number  of  persons  associated  for  a  large  speculation  in  stocks, 
and  designated  four  managers  to  buy  and  sell  for  them.  Held,  that 
in  an  action  by  one  associate,  alleging  breach  of  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  managers,  and  that  they  had  misrepresented  the  result 
on  the  day  of  settlement,  and  had  not  properly  accounted,  showed 
a  right  to  an  account  from  the  managers  alone,  and  that  as  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  other  associates  elected  to  have  a  new  account, 
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they  were  not  proper  parties  defendant.  1873,  Boody  «.  Drew,  2 
Supreme  Ct,  {T.  db  0.\  69. 
18.  The  assignee  of  a  claim,  payment  of  which  is  refosed  by  tiie  debtor 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  paid,  in  his  transactions  with  the 
assignors,  to  which  transactions  the  assignee  was  a  stranger,  can  not 
maintain  an  action  joining  the  debtor  and  the  assignors  as  defend- 
ants, and  seeking  an  accounting  to  ascertain  the  rights  and  liabili- 
ties of  the  parties,  and  to  have  judgment  against  the  one  who  may 
be  found  liable.  His  remedy  must  be  either  against  the  original 
debtor  upon  the  claim  assigned,  or  against  the  asaigaors  for  a  breach 
of  warranty.     Camblos  v,  Butterfield,  Ante^  197. 

14.  All  the  holders  of  municipal  stock  or  bonds  of  an  illegal  issue  may 
be  joined  as  defendants  in  one  action,  and  the  validity  of  the  stock 

,   held  by  them  severally  determined.    [34  N.  Y.,  30.]    1878,  Town  of 
*"   Venice  v.  Breed,  1  Supreme  Ot.  (T.  (k  0,),  130;  S.  0.,  65  Barb,^  597. 

15.  And  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to  compel  a  cancellation  and  sur- 
render ci  svch  bonds  [8tory  £q.  Jur.,  {§  692,  700;  6  Duer  597; 
1  Johns.  Ch.,  517;  18  How  Pr.,  181$.]    lb. 

16.  On  a  joint  and  several  bond,  an  action  lies  against  any  one  or  mors 
of  the  obligors,  at  the  option  of  plaintiff.  Field  v.  Yan  Oolt^  Ante^  849. 

17.  If  the  complaint  alleges  a  joint  obligation,  it  may  be  amended, 
after  proof  of  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  so  as  to  sustain  the 
judgment  against  more  than  one,  and  less  than  the  whole  num- 
ber,    fb, 

17.  The  complaint  on  an  administration  bond  need  not  allege  the 
grounds  of  the  surrogate's  decree,  for  disobedience  of  which  suit 
is  brought,     Ih. 

18.  An  action  at  law  can  not  be  maintained  against  the  executor  of 
one  of  several  joint  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  without  joining 
the  surviving  makers,  and  alleging  that  they  were  insolvent,  or 
that  plaintiff  had  exhausted  his  remedies  against  them,  or  had  taken 
steps,  or  made  some  effort  to  collect  his  demand  from  such  survivors, 
or  either  of  them  [17  N.  Y,  854;  42  Id.,  873;  49  Id.,  385].  Alleg- 
ing insolvency  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  is  not  enough. 
1873,  Bentz  «.  Thurber,  1  Supreme  Ot,  {T,  d  C),  645. 

19.  Where  an  instrument  is  in  form  payable  to  the  obligees  jointly, 
but  the  interest  is  several,  one  may  sue  alone  [1  Chit,  on  PI.,  11]. 
a  promise  to  pay  plaintiff  may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  de* 
termining  whether  her  interest  is  joint  or  several.  1873,  Hees  f. 
Nellis,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  <k  C.\  118;  8.  C,  65  Barb,,  441. 

20.  Where  a  stranger  contracts  for  services  or  repairs  in  respect  to 
the  property  of  a  third  person, — in  this  case  a  husband  employing 
a  plumber  on  the  house  owned  by  his  wife, — he  may  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.     1872, 


NEW  YORK:    1874.  553 

PABT1BS. 

a 

Qnackenbos  v.   Edgar,    84  JSF.    T.   Superior   Ct.    (2  Janes  S  S.), 
833. 

21.  Actions  growing  ont  of  the  contracts  of  a  firm  must,  upon  the 
death  of  a  partner,  be  brought  by  or  against  the  surviying  members 
alone.     Carrere  v,  Spofford,  Ante,  47. 

22.  The  joint  debt  may,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  a  partner,  be 
treated  as  if  originally  a  separate  debt  of  the  surviving  partner.   lb. 

28.  The  defendants,  a  firm,  by  a  written  ag^reement,  contracted  to  em- 
ploy plaintiff  as  a  clerk  for  five  years,  the  latter  agreeing  to  act  for 
them  and  their  successors  and  assigns  under  their  direction  and 
control.  Before  the  expiration  of  the  five  years  defendants'  firm 
dissolved,  and  was  succeeded  in  business  by  a  new  firm,  with  which 
plaintiff  continued  in  service.  Held^  that  in  a  suit  upon  the  con- 
tract for  wages  earned  after  the  dissolution,  and  while  plaintiff  was 
in  service  of  the  new  firm,  it  was  not  necessary  to  join  as  parties 
defendant  the  members  of  the  new  firm,  who  were  not  parties  to 
the  written  agreement.  N.  T,  Com,  PL,  1871,  Smith  o.  Douglass, 
4  Daly,  191. 

24.  Legatees  claiming  an  equitable  conversion  of  real  estate  under  the 
will  of  another  decedent  in  favor  of  their  testator,  or  a  charge  of 
their  legacies,  by  their  testator,  upon  land  devised  to  him  by  such 
will,  the  personal  representatives  of  each  estate  being  the  same, 
may  bring  an  action  for  construction  of  the  wills,  an  accounting, 
and  payment  of  their  legacies,  and  may  join  in  one  suit  as  creditors 
liaving  claims  of  equal  degree  and  under  like  circumstances  [Barb, 
on  Pr.,  885;  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §§532-538;  1  Edw.  Ch.  451].  Supreme 
Ct.,  1873,  Fisher  v,  Hubbell,  7  Lans,,  481;  S.  C,  1  Supreme  Ct. 
(T.  <fc  C),  97;65  5i»r6.,  74. 

25.  The  rule  that  when  a  trust  arises  under  a  will,  or  would  arise  if  it 
be  void,  any  person  interested  in  the  trust  may  apply  to  the  court 
for  a  construction  of  the  will,  and  directions  as  to  the  trust  [10 
Paige,  194;  24  How.  Pr.,  853;  84  Barb.,  113],— reiterated.  1873, 
Kiah  V,  Grenier,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  Jk  C),  888. 

26.  Possessory  title  in  the  State,  of  drafts  of  county  treasurers  sent  to 
the  State  treasury  in  payment  of  taxes,  is  sufilcicnt  to  maintain  ai» 
action  for  conversion  against  a  mere  wrong  doer  without  title  [1 
Tur.  &  Gran.,  150;  1  Exch.,  70;  5  Ellis  &  Blackb.,  802]. 
1S74,  People  v.  Sherwin,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  db  C),  528. 

27.  Whether  husband  and  wife  can  or  can  not  be  partners  with  each 
other,  they  may  be  so  jointly  interested  in  property, — e.  g,,  where 
the  furniture  of  a  boarding-house  which  they  jointly  kept  was  pur- 
chased with  money  contributed  by  both, — that  they  may  sue  jointly 
for  a  conversion  thereof.  1873,  Chambovet  v,  Cagney,  85  N,  T, 
Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  <k  iS.),,474. 
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28.  The  equitable  right  of  a  married  woman,  under  a  trust  created  by 
another  person,  by  which  income  is  to  be  applied  to  her  use  for 
life,  since  it  is  not  assignable,  is  not  to  be  deemed  her  separate  prop- 
erty; and  her  husband  is,  therefore,  a  proper  party  to  an  action 
affecting  the  same.     Bloodgood  v.  Mickle,  Ante,  103. 

•29.  The  provision  of  Latcs  of  1860, — that  a  married  woman  may  sue 
and  be  sued  in  all  matters  relating  to  her  sole  and  separate  property 
without  joining  her  husband, — does  not  apply  to  an  action  affecting 
a  mere  equitable  right  under  a  trust,  which  is  not  capable  of  assign- 
ment.   IJ>. 

80.  Guardians  of  the  property  of  an  infant  are  necessary  parties  in  an 
action  affecting  the  property ;  and  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  against  them,  can  not  be  sustained  merely  because  iko  re- 
covery could  be  had  in  the  action  against  the  personal  estate  of  the 
infants.  If  any  cause  of  action  calling  for  any  relief  whatever  as 
to  which  the  guardian  should  be  heard,  appears  in  the  complaint, 
the  demurrer  must  be  overruled.    Tb, 

81.  A  testamentary  trustee,  with  the  approval  of  the  general  guardians 
of  minors  interested  in  the  trust  property,  made  a  contract  for  the 
erection  of  a  building  thereon.  Held,  that  the  guardians  were 
proper  parties  to  the  contractor's  action  to  recover  his  compensation 
on  the  contract ;  and  that  the  trustee  having  died,  his  administra- 
trix was  also  a  proper  party,  because,  if  the  contract  should  prove 
to  have  been  unauthorized,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover against  the  administratrix  in  enforcement  of  the  trustee^s 
individual  liability.    lb, 

82.  Under  peculiar  circumstances, — e,  ^.,  as  in  case  of  collusion  between 
debtor  and  personal  representatives,  &c., — a  creditor  of  an  estate  of  a 
a  deceased  person  may  maintain  an  action  to  collect  his  debt  from  a 
debtor  to  the  estate.  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  executor 
of  the  estate  primarily  liable,  is  administrator  with  the  will  annexed 
of  an  estate  indebted  to  it.  Supreme  Ct,,  1878,  Fisher  c.  Hubbell^ 
7  Lns.,  484;  S.  C,  1  Supreme  CL  (T.  &  C),  97;  66  Barb.^  74. 

88.  Coiporations  may  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  to  relieve  from  their 
illegal  contracts  in  the  same  manner  as  individuals.  Supreme  Ct., 
1872,  President  of  Union  Bridge  Co.  c.  Troy  &  Lansingburg  R.  R. 
Co.,  7  Lans.,  240. 

84.  An  action  does  not  lie  to  restrain  a  corporation  ^rom  paying  moneys 
pursuant  to  its  own  illegal  or  unauthorized  covenant,  unless  the 
covenantees,  or  some  person  representing  them,  are  parties  [7  Cranch., 
69,  98;  12  Wheat.,  194;  8  Paige,  15;  4  Com.,  460].     And  it  is  no 

•   excuse  for  the  omission  of  such  parties  that  they  are  foreign  cor- 
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po rations,  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction.     Supreme  Ct,,  8p,  T„  1873, 
Dinsmore  v.  Atlantic  &  Pacific  R.  R  Co.,  46  Ilato,  Pr.^  198. 

85.  Laics  of  lSQ5y  cb.,  868,  authorizing  a  corporation  formed  under  it 
to  sue  and  be  sued,  is  subject  to  the  qualification  that  it  must  be  in 
relation  to  some  matter  within  the  scope  of  the  statute,  and  the 
legitimate  purpose  of  the  organization.  Supreme  Ct,j  1878,  Ancient 
City  Sportsman's  Club  v.  Miller,  7  Lans.,  412. 

86.  Where  one  induced  by  fraud  to  exchange  his  property  for  worth- 
less securities,  gives  the  securities  to  another,  the  cause  of  action  for 
deceit  is  wholly  in  the  former  and  not  in  the  latter.  The  fact  that 
a  favor  done  is  not  fruitful  of  profit  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  act  of 
a  third  person  preventing,  does  not  give  the  donee  the  right  of  action 
against  the  wrongdoer.  Ct,  of  App.^  1878,  Simar  v.  Canaday,  58 
iV.  7.,  298. 

87.  An  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors  takes  the  title  of  his  assignor 
subject  to  rights  of  judgment  creditors  [51  N.  Y.,  552;  19  N.  Y., 
875],  and  the  latter  may  bring  an  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  made  by  the  assignor  of  the  former.  1874,  Taft  v. 
Wright,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  &  C),  614. 

88.  A  resident  citizen  and  taxpayer,  and  owner  of  land  on  the  streets 
in  the  vicinity  of  a  park,  but  not  the  owner  of  land  fronting  on  the 
park,  has  not,  as  such,  a  standing  in  a  court  of  equity  entitling  him 
to  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  the  city  authorities  from  selling  the 
park.  Supreme  Ct.^  1873,  Tifft  ©.  City  of  Buffalo,  65  Barb.,,  460; 
S.  C,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  db  (7.),  150. 

89.  A  man  may  recover  for  loss  of  his  baggage  notwithstanding  part 
of  it  was  his  wife's  apparel.  Absolute  title  is  not  necessary.  1878, 
Rogers  v.  Long  Island  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Supreme  Ct,^  396. 

40.  Husband  and  wife  may  join  in  an  action  for  fraud  by  which  the 
husband  was  induced  to  convey,  and  the  wife  by  the  same  deed  to 
release  her  right  of  dower  in,  lands  of  the  husband.  In  this  case 
both  plaintififs  have  an  interest  in.the  subject  of  the  action,  whether 
that  be  considered  to  be  the  property  conveyed,  or  the  acts  of  de- 
fendant and  the  consequent  damage ;  and  both  have  an  interest  in 
obtaining  the  relief  demanded.  Ct,  of  App,^  1873,  Simar  v,  Cana- 
day, 53  N.  r.,  298. 

41.  The  owner  of  real  property  may  maintain  an  action  because  of  a 
nuisance  in  the  neighborhood,  notwithstanding  the  same  nuisance 
afifects  in  the  same  way  a  large  number  of  houses.  It  ia  no  defense 
to  a  wrongdoer,  when  called  upon  to  compensate  the  damages  he 
has  caused,  to  show  by  the  same  act  he  inflicted  a  like  injury  upon 
numeious  other  persons.  The  distinction  is  that  those  who  have 
sustained  damage  peculiar  to  themselves  may  each  maintain  an 
action,  no  matter  how  numerous  they  may  be.    It  is  only  when  the 
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injury  is  common  to  the  public,  and  special  to  no  individuals  tbat 
redress  must  be  sought  by  indictment  [7  Cow.,  609;  4  Wend.,  9;  27 
N.  Y.,  611;  9  Eng.  L.  &  E.,  104],  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Francis  f. 
Schoellkopf,  68  K  F.,  152. 

42.  The  wife  of  a  tenant  in  common  need  not  join  as  plaintiff  with 
him  in  an  action  to  partition  his  real  estate.  She  is  a  necesMiry 
party,  but  more  fittingly  defendant  than  plaintiff.  An  objection 
tbat  she  is  made  defendant,  and  not  a  coplaintiff  with  her  husband, 
can  not  avail  other  defendants  in  the  action.  Supreme  CL,  1873, 
Rosekrans  v.  White,  7  Lane,^  486. 

48.  The  nominal  assignee  of  a  judgment,  by  an  assignment  yhich 
was  intended  to  operate  merely  as  a  power  of  attorney,  who,  acting 
as  agent,  under  the  assignment,  sells  the  debtor's  land  and  procuxes 
a  sheriff^s  deed,  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  to  redeem  from 
a  foreclosure,  for  he  is  not  the  real  party  in  interest  1872,  McEee 
V.  Murphy,  34  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jonet  A  S,)y  261. 

44.  A  passenger  in  a  railroad  car,  who  finds  property  there,  is  entitled 
to  hold  possession,  as  against  others  than  the  owner,  and  to  main- 
tain an  action  to  protect  that  right.  Where  he  gave  the  property 
to  the  conductor  with  a  request  to  inquire  for  the  loser,  and  if  not 
found  to  report  to  him  on  the  return  trip,  and  the  company,  who 
received  the  property  from  the  conductor  and  did  not  find  the 
owner,  refused  to  return  it  to  the  finder, — Eeld,  that  the  finder 
could  maintain  an  action  against  the  company  therefor.  1878, 
N.  Y.  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.  c.  Haws,  85  JV.  T.  Superior  CL  (8 
Jone9  &  S.),  872. 

45.  A  minor,  who  has  a  guardian  in  socage,  has  no  right  of  action  to 
recover  possession  of  his  lands,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 
The  guardian  alone  can  sue  [1  R.  S.,  718,  |§  5-6;  McPherson  on 
Infancy,  28,  85;  17  Wend.,  75,  78;  19  Id.,  806].  1873,  Seaton  v. 
Davis,  1  Supreme  Ot.  {T,  S  C),  91. 

46.  But  the  objection  must  be  taken  by  demurrer,  or  it  will  be  deemed 
to  be  waived.     IJ>, 

47.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  9eire  fadas  to  revive  a  judgment 
against  a  deceased  debtor,  the  administrator  and  the  heir  at  law  of 
such  debtor  can  not  be  joined  as  parties  defendant  [Code,  1 167]. 
1878,  Strong  «.  Lee,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  dk  a),  441;  afiirming  44 
How,  iV.,  60. 

48.  The  proper  proceeding  in  such  a  case  is  that  provided  by  the 
Code,  §  376.     lb. 

49.  In  an  action  for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff  and  other  taxpayers  of  his 
town,  to  recover  a  tax  alleged  to  have  been  unlawfully  collected, 
and  to  restrain  its  disbursement  by  injunction,  none  of  the  other 
taxpayers  appearing  to  have  joined  in  the  action,  must  be  tr^ted 
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as  the  personal  action  of  plaintiff^  nor  could  such  action  he  main- 
tained on  hehalf  of  the  other  taxpayers,  on  the  ground  of  avoiding 
multiplicity  of  suits,  it  not  appearing  hy  the  complaint  or  evidence 
that  any  other  taxpayer  dissented  from  payment  of  the  tax.  Hence 
a  judgment  for  repayment  to  such  taxpayers  can  not  be  sustained, 
as  they  neither  applied  for  such  relief,  and  plaintiff  had  not  the 
authority  to  make  the  application  in  their  behalf.  Supreme  Ct,, 
1873,  Eilboume  v.  Allyn,  7  Lan$,,  852. 

50.  One  who  sows  or  plants  lands  on  shares  may  maintain  an  action  of 
trerpass  quare  daveum  frejU  against  a  stranger  who  enters  and  treads 
down  the  com  [1  Ohitty  PL,  301].  1873,  Stevens  u.  Adams,  1  St^ 
jreme  Ct.  {T,  Jb  C),  587. 

51.  The  provision  of  section  118  of  the  Code,  that  the  trustees  of  an 
"express  trust  may  sue  without  joining  the  beneficiaries,  is  permissive 

only  and  does  not  forbid  an  action  by  the  beneficiaries,  with  or  with- 
out the  trustees.     Ct.   of  App.,    1878,    Hubbell  «.   Medbury,  58 

K  r.,  98. 

52.  The  general  rule  of  equity,  that  in  cases  of  breach  of  trust,  where 
no  other  general  mle  or  order  of  the  court  interferes,  and  wliere 
the  facts  call  for  a  contribution  or  a  recovery  over,  all  persons  who 
should  be  before  the  court  to  enable  it  to  make  a  complete  and  final 
judgment,  are  necessary  parties,  is  not  abrogated  by  the  Code.  Ct. 
o/App,y  1873,  Sherman  v.  Parish,  58  N,  F.,  483. 

53.  The  cestui  que  trmt  under  ah  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors, and  the  assignor,  may  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  a  wrong- 
ful purchase  of  the  trust  property  by  the  trustee.  A  substituted 
trustee  is  not  a  necessary  party.  CU  ofApp.y  1878,  Hubbell  t.  Med- 
bury, 68  N.  r.,  98. 

54.  It  seems,  that  one  who  acquires  his  interest  in  lauds  from  one  of 
the  parties  to  an  action  concerning  it,  is  affected  by  the  decision 
therein  as  his  grantor  would  b^ve  been.  Salisbury  v,  Morss,  7 
Lans.,  859. 

Abatement  and  Revival;  Action,  8;  Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

PARTITION. 

1.  A  trustee  holding,  and  being  in  possession  of  lands  as  tenant  in 
common,  and  having  an  absolute  power  of  sale,  may  bring  a  snit  in 
partition  to  divide  the  estate  [2  R.  S.,  317].  1878,  Galleo  «.  Ea^le, 
65  Barb.,  583;  S.  C,  less  fully,  1  Supreme  Ct.,  (T.  &  C.\  124. 

2.  By  the  common  law  partition  of  real  property  between  tenants  in 
common  is  matter  of  right  where  either  party  will  not  consent  to 
hold  and  use  the  property  in  common  [10  Paige,  470;  2  Barb., 
600;  2.  R.  S.,  817].     II. 
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8.  Constructive  possession  of  an  undivided  share  or  interest  in  the 
premises,  by  plaintiff  as  tenant  in  common  or  joint  tenant,  is  suffi- 
cient to  maintain  an  action  for  partition.  Supreme  Ct,^  1872,  Howell 
V,  Mills,  7  Lan8,y  108. 

4.  Where  the  tenant  for  life  has  actual  possession,  partition  may  be 
maintained  between  the  remainder-men  in  fee,  whose  estate  is  sub- 
ject to  be  divested  by  the  death  of  one  without  issue.    1  h, 

5.  In  proceedings  for  partition  of  real  property,  the  court  have  not 
power  to  set  off  land  for  the  widow's  dower  to  her  use  for  life,  and 
decree  that  upon  her  death  it  shall  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided 
among  the  heirs  according  to  their  interest.  There  can  regularly  be 
but  one  judgment  in  these  proceedings,  and  that  must  settle  the 
rights  of  all  parties;  and  it  is  only  where  the  interests  of  all  parties 
have  not  been  ascertained,  or  where  there  are  conflicting  claims  to 
a  share  that  a  partial  partition  can  be  ordered.  In  the  case  of  a 
dower-right,  the  court  should  order  a  title  subject  to  the  right  of 
the  doweress  to  occupy  the  part  set-off  during  her  life.  Supreme  Ct,^ 
1878,  Post  t>.  Post,  65  Barb,,  192. 

6.  In  proceedings  for  partition  of  real  estate  the  commissioners  have 
power  to  require  the  payment  of  money  to  equalize  shares;  and  the 
court  will  not  interfere  unless  it  appear  that  the  power  has  been 
abused  or  exercised  unjustly,     lb. 

ACCOUNTIKO,    1;  ACTIOK,    11;  ApPEAIi,    14;  Ck>MPLAlKT,    14; 

PABTISSJ   42. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Creditors  of  a  partnership,  knowing  that  one  partner  had  retired, 
and  that  the  others  had  agreed  to  assume  and  pay  the  firm  debts, 
took  the  negotiable  note  of  the  latter  in  payment  of  a  Arm  debt. 
Held,  that  he  thereby  discharged  the  other  partner.  Mlllerd  «. 
Thorn,  Ante,  871. 

2.  Rights  of  partners,  continuing  and  retiring,  in  respect  to  assets 
sold  on  execution,  &c.     Menagh  v,  Whitwell,  52  N.  T.,  146. 

PAYMENT. 

1.  Payment  by  a  savings  bank  to  a  person  presenting  a  pass  book  is 
good,  if  the  officers  have  no  notice  of  fraud  upon  the  depositor,  and 
in  making  such  payment  exercise  reasonable  care  and  diligence. 
Hay  den  t>.  Brooklyn  Savings  Bank,  Ante,  297. 

2.  A  debt,  the  existence  and  amount  of  which  are  not  disputed,  is  not 
extinguished  by  payment  of  a  less  sum,  unless  a  release  by  deed  be 
given.     Irvine  «.  Milbank,  Ante,  878. 

Questions  op  Law  auto  Pact,  8. 
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PENALTY. 

In  what  cases  several  penalties  may  be  recoYered  for  repeated  oflenses. 
Sujdam  v.  Smith,  52  N,  F.,  383. 

PERJURY. 

General  principles  stated,  and  applied  to  case  of  witness  indicted  for 
false  testimony  in  a  civil  action.  People  v,  Pearsall,  46  How.  Pr.^ 
121. 

PETITION. 

In  what  case  a  petition  speaks  as  of  the  time  of  its  presentation, 
•   rather  than  as  of  the  time  of  signing.      People  ex  rel,  Erwin  v. 
Sawyer,  62  N,  F.,  296. 

Pafbbs  k3sj>  Schedules. 

PLEADING. 

1.  The  pendency  of  another  action,  brought  by  defendants  against 
plaintiffs,  in  which  the  present  plaintiffs  had  been  allowed  their 
claim  as  an  off-set,  must  be  pleaded,  or  is  not  available  on  the 
trial  [12  N.  Y.,  17].  1873,  White  v.  Talmige,  85  N.  T.  Superior 
Ct,  (8  J(me%  cfe  S.\  228. 

2.  In  an  action  to  restrain  defendants  from  bringing  suits,  under  a  cer- 
tain agreement  made  between  him  and  plaintiff^s  agent,  to  cancel  the 
agreements  sued  on,  and  for  an  accounting,  defendant  set  up  a  claim 
for  damages  for  refusing  to  carry  out  such  contracts,  and  demanded 
affirmative  relief.  No  reply  was  served,  nor  was  objection  made  at* 
the  trial  that  it  was  not.  Ileldy  that  if  a  reply  were  necessary,  which 
was  doubtful,  the  omission  to  object  at  tl^e  trial  was  a  waiver  of  ^ 
the  objection  [20  N.  Y.,  58;  42  Barb.,  86;  12  N.  Y.,  18;  Id.,  81; 
44  N.  Y.,  415].  1874,  HoUoway  v.  Stephens,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  db 
C),  662. 

8.  Complaint  alleged  defendant's  acceptances,  as  matter  of  induce- 
ment, and  an  accounting  thereon  and  promise  to  pay  balance ;  de- 
fense, statute  of  limitations;  referee  found  there  had  been  no  ac- 
counting. Held^  that  the  complaint  was  not  on  the  drafts,  and  the 
demand  being  stated,  leave  to  amend  was  denied,  and  judgment  for 
defendant  affirmed.  Graham  v.  Selover,  AA  How,  iV.,  107;  affirm- 
ing 59  Barb,,  813. 

4.  Protest  of  a  domestic  note  is  not  necessary,  and  where  the  com- 
plaint on  such  a  note  separately  alleges  protest,  and  demand  and 
refusal,  an  allegation  in  the  answer,  denying  the  protest,  does  not 
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put  in  issue  the  question  of  demand  and  refusal.     N,  T,  Cam,  Pl,^ 
1872,  Brennan  v.  Lowry,  4  Daly^  253. 

5.  In  such  a  case,  the  rule  that  protest  includes,  by  implication,  a 
demand  and  refusal  does  not  apply.    1  b, 

6.  In  an  ordinary  action  by  several  plaintiffs,  to  recover  money  due  on 
contract  made  with  them,  an  allegatioB  in  the  complaint  tbat  they 
were  copartners,  becomes  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  issue  is  con- 
cerned, if  the  answer  admits  the  contract ;  and  a  denial  in  the  same 
answer,  of  the  allegation  of  a  partnership,  does  not  entitle  plaintilb 
to  open  and  close.     Millerd  v.  Thorn,  Antt^  871. 

7.  Where  the  answer,  in  an  action  for  conversion,  seta  up  that  the 
title  of  plaintiffs  in  the  property  is  that  of  mortgagees  only,  and 
that  defendant  is  entitled  upon  making  a  payment,  to  withdraw  a 
proportionate  part  of  the  h3rpothecated  property,  and  that  he  has 

.  made  such  a  payment,  for  which,  in  making  demand  of  the  goods, 
plaintiffs  have  made  no  allowance; — this  is  an  admission  of  a  valid 
transfer  of  an  interest  in  the  goods  to  plaintiffs,  and  of  their  right 
to  recover  for  a  proportionate  part,  as  well  to  of  a  •demand  for.the 
goods.     J\r.  F.  Cam,  PL,  1871,  Gomez  v,  Eamping,  4  Daly,  77. 

8.  Under  such  pleadings,  defendant  will  not  be  permitted  to  show, 
on  the  trial,  that  plaintiffs  had  nu  interest  in  the  goods  whatever, 
nor  that  defendant  holds  them  as  a  bailee  for  plaintiffs.     I  h 

9.  A  count  for  money  had  and  received  ^^as  abatDe  Hated  ^^  is  a  suffi- 
cient reference  to  a  previous  count  for  fraud  and  deceit,  and  incor- 
porates the  allegations  of  the  first  count  into  the  latter,  so  as  to 
render  them  counts  for  money  had  and  received  by  means  of  fraud 
[1  .Chitty  PL,  118-885].  1873,  Woodbury  «.  Delap,  1  Supreme  CL 
(T.  &  C,\  20. 

10.  As  the  liability  grows  out  of  the  same  transaction  as  that  alleged 
in  the  first  count  they  are  properly  united  [Code,  §  161],     /J. 

11.  Where  damages,  which,  though  the  natural  consequences  of  an 
act,  are  not  necessarily  the  result  of  it,  are  sought  to  be  recovered, 
they  must  be  specially  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Such  allegation 
of  damage  is  not  traversable  matter,  but  must  be  inserted  in  the 
complaint,  in  order  that  defendant  may  be  prepared  with  evidence 
to  rebut  proof  offered  of  such  damage,  or  the  amount  or  extent  of 
it.  JV:  r.  Com,  PL,  1872,  Baldwin  v.  N.  Y.  &  H.  Navigation  Co.,  4 
Daly,  314. 

12.  If  averments  of  such  special  damage  are  not  originally  inserted  in 
the  complaint,  the  judge  may  allow  it  to  be  done  by  amendment 
on  the  trial,  when  no  injury  vnll  result  to  defendant  from  it.     Ih, 

18.  It  will  be  assumed  on  appeal  that  defendant  was  not  injured  by 
allowance  of  the  amendment,  where  defendant  at  the  trial  merely 
made  a  general  objection,  but  did  not  state  any  particulars  in  which 
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he  would  be  injured,  such  as  gh owing  abeence  of  witnesses  wko 
might  have  been  procured,  &c,    lb. 

14.  The  practice  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  Miller  v.  Garling  (12 
HotD.  Pr.y  203),  approved  to  the  extent  of  the  rule  above  stated.  76. 

15.  A  demurrer  is  not  ^^a  defense,"  so  as  to  be  stricken  out  as  sham ; 
but  judgment  on  it  as  frivolous  may  be  moved  for.  if.  F.  Superior 
CU,  Sp,  r.,  1873,  Kain  v.  Dickel,  46  Hotc.  Pr.,  208. 

16.  When  the  defect  of  parties  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, even  though  the  absentees  are  not  named,  the  remedy  is  by 
demurrer  [Code,  §  144].  It  is  only  when  evidence  is  necessary  to 
make  th^  defect  apparent  that  the  objection  can  be  taken  by 
answer  [37  N.  Y.,  871].  1878,  Hees  v,  Nellis,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  A 
C),  118;  8.  C,  65  Barb.,  441. 

17.  If  not  taken  by  demurrer,  which  it  should  be,  the  objection  is 
unavailing,     lb. 

18.  Id  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  a  married  woman, — 
Ueld,  that  a  statement  in  the  mortgage  pleaded,  that  the  mortgaged 
premise?  were  occupied  by  the  woman  as  a  dwelling,  and  the  mort- 
gage was  intended  to  cover  all  the  lands  and  buildings  in  connec- 
tion therewith,  was,  on  demurrer,  a  sufficient  allegation  that  the 
premises  were  her  separate  estate.  Moreover,  when  a  married 
woman  gives  a  mortgage  on  real  estate,  the  property  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  her  separate  property  until  the  contrary  appears,  and, 
it  seems,  fihe  is  estopped  from  denying  that  it  was  so.  Supreme  Ot,^ 
1873,  Kidd  c.  Conway,  65  Barb.,  158. 

19.  In  foreclosure,  an  answer  alleging  the  invalidity  of  the  mortgage 
in  suit,  and  claiming  title  to  the  premises  under  a  subsequent  moi-t- 
gage,  is  not  a  counter-claim,  but  simply  an  equitable  defense,  andi 
therefore  does  not  call  for  a  reply.  Supreme  Ot.,  1873,  Caryl  «_ 
Miller,  7  Lan%.,  416. 

20.  In  an  action  against  a  foreign  corporation  the  non-residence  of 
the  plaintiff  is  matter  in  abatement ;  but  is  waived  by  appearing 
and  pleading  in  bar  [6  Hill,  297].  1878,  Root  9.  Great  Western) 
Railway  Co.     1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  cfe  (7.),  10. 

21.  Whether  in  claiming  damages  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  land,  anp 
allegation  that  the  representations,  if  true,  would  have  increased  ita- 
raiue  more^than  five  thousand  dollars,  and  a  conclusion  with  a  gen- 
eral allegation  of  damage  to  the  amount  of  five  thousand  dollars, 
which  defendant  claims,  is  an  allegation  of  a  material  fact  admitted 
by  the  failure  to  reply,  or  whether  it  is  only  a  general  allegation  of 
damages  which  must  be  supported  by  proof, — query  f  Idham  v, 
Davidson,  52  Jf.  F.,  237. 

22.  In  an  action  on  a  judgment,  defendant  will  not  be  permitted  to 
•how,  under  a  general  denial,  that  the  judgment  sued  on  waa^  sub- 


664  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  DIGEST. 

PLXADIMO. 

sequent  to  its  entry,  vacated  by  order  of  court.  The  vacatur  of  the 
judgment  should  be  specially  pleaded,  as  matter  in  avoidance.  JT. 
F.,  Cmn,  PL,  1871,  Carpenter  v,  Goodwin,  4  Daly,  89. 

23.  Where  such  an  order  is  put  in  evidence,  under  a  general  denial, 
in  a  suit  on  the  judgment,  and  no  application  is  made  to  tbe^ court 
at  the  trial  to  amend  the  pleadings,  the  judgment  will,  on  appeal, 
be  reversed,  and  the  court  will  refuse  to  disregard  the  defect,  or  to 
order  the  amendment  to  be  made  nunc  pro  tunc    lb, 

24.  In  actions  for  negligence,  complaint  need  not  negative  contributory 
negligence  of  piaintifif.  Robinson  o.  K.  Y.  Central,  &c.,  R.  R.  Co., 
65  Barb.,  140. 

25.  Where  service  of  summons  is  ordered  to  be  made  by  publication, 
effecting  service  out  of  the  State,  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  publication,  does  not  shorten  the  time  to  answer.  Eemer  v. 
Leonard,  Ante,  96. 

26.  The  province  of  a  supplemental  complaint  is  to  present  such  facts 
material  to  the  case,  occurring  after  the  making  of  the  former  com- 
plaint, as  aid  the  original  statement  of  a  cause  of  action,  or  tend  to 
vary  the  relief  to  which  plaintiff  is  thereby  entitled,  or  which  tend 
to  perfect  an  inchoate  right  so  stated,  which  has  since  been  made  or 
become  complete.  N,  T.  Com.  PL,  1871,  Bostwick  v.  Menck,  4 
Daly,  68;  reversing  8  Ahb.  Pr,,  N.  8,,  169. 

27.  Such  supplemental  matter,  however,  can,  with  the  original  com- 
plaint, constitute  but  one  cause  of  action,  and  if  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  original  complaint  did  not  exist 
or  was  defective  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  it 
can  not  be  created,  cured,  or  aided  by  matters  subsequently  occurs 
fing.  The  matters  subsequently  occurring  and  sought  to  be  intro- 
duced by  supplemental  complaint  must  be  such  as  do  not  change 
the  rights  or  interests  of  the  parties  before  the  court,  but  must 
merely  refer  to  and  support  the  same  title  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  already  presented  to  the  court.  A  new  substantive  cause  of 
action  can  not  be  supplied  or  introduced  into  the  case  by  supple- 
mental bill,     lb, 

28.  Where  a  receiver,  appointed  to  supplementary  proceedings,  brings 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  fraudulently  made  by  the  judg- 
ment-debtor, and  Fubsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
other  judgments  are  recovered  against  the  same  party,  and  be  is  ap- 
pointed receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings  taken  on  behalf  of 
other  judgment  creditors,  he  can  not,  by  a  supplemental  complaint, 
include  these  claims  in  the  original  action,     lb, 

29.  Notwithstanding  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  the  moral  obligation  to 
pay  a  debt  remains,  and  the  original  demand  may  be  treated  as  the 
cause  of  actitm ;  and  if  the  defendant*  sets  up  his  dischaige  tbe 
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plaintiff  may,  wiihout  buTing  pleaded  it,  prove  a  new  promise.  Ct, 
of  App,y  1878,  Dusenbury  v,  Hoyt,  63  JV.  F.,  621;  reversing  14 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  A,  182. 

80.  Under  prayer  for  general  relief,  redemption  and  accounting 
may  be  allowed.  Waters  v.  Crawford,  2^  Supreme  Ot,  (T,  db  C), 
602. 

81.  The  relief  to  be  awarded  in  an  equitable  action,  must  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  as  well  as  with  the 
proofs.  It  is  not  sufficient  in  such  a  case  to  sustain  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff,  for  relief  that  he  has  not  asked  for,  and  on  a 
ground  not  submitted  to  the  court  by  his  complaint,  that  it  appears 
from  the  proofs  taken  that  he  may  be  entitled  to  it.  Anonymous, 
Antey   171. 

82.  Under  the  Code,  the  right  of  selecting  remedies,  and  the  question 
whether  the  action  is  in  tort  or  on  contract,  and,  therefore,  whether 
causes  of  action  are  improperly  joined  in  the  complaint,  must  be 
determined,  as  at  common  law,  by  the  insertion  in  or  omission  from 
the  pleadings,  of  the  allegation  that  defendant  undertook  and 
promised.  Thus,  where  the  complaint  alleged  that  defendant,  for 
value,  assigned  a  judgment  to  plaintiff,  and  that  defendant  subse- 
quently discharged  it  of  record,  thus  destroying  a  lien  and  render- 
ing the  judgment  worthless,  it  is  deemed  to  state  a  cause  of  action 
in  tort,  if  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  defendant  undertook  or 
promised  not  to  do  so ;  and  hence  a  cause  of  action  for  money  re- 
ceived can  not  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint.  Supreme  Ct,y  187;), 
Booth  v.  Farmers^  &c.  Bank,  66  Barb,^  467;  S.  C,  1  Supreme  CU 
(r.  (fe(7.),  46. 

88.  Rules  of  pleading  and  proof,  in  actions  for  slander.  Bassil  v,  El- 
more, 66  Barb.,  627 ;  affirmed  in  48  if.  7.,  661. 

84.  Where  a  defendant,  sued  for  a  wrongful  levy,  answers  justifying 
under  process  against  a  corporation  to  whom  he  alleges  the  property 
levied  on  belonged,  plaintiff  may  prove  in  avoidance,  that  before 
the  levy  the  property  of  the  corporation  had  been  vested  in  a  re- 
ceiver.   Chapman  v.  Douglas,  Ante^  421. 

86.  Where  defendant  justifies  under  a  written  instrument,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  reply  as  of  course,  the  existence  of  the 
instrument  may  be  deemed  fully  at  issue  without  a  reply;  and  plain- 
tiff may  prove  that  it  contained  a  clause  not  agreed  to,  and  that  he 
was  induced  to  sign  by  fraud,  as  if  the  instrument  had  been  de- 
clared on,  and  an  answer  had  denied  making  it.  1873,  Chambovet 
u.  Cagney,  86  N.  T.  Superior  Ct  (8  Jones  &  S.\  474. 

Ahbndmbnt;  Appeal,  11,  12,  28:  CouNTBB-CiiAiM,  1 ;  Dibchabgb; 
ExAioKATioK  OF  Pabty;  Papeius  akd  Schedules. 
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POOR. 

1.  It  is  no  defense  to  a  complaint  that  a  person  is  disorderly,  in  that 
he  refuses  to  support  his  wife ;  that  an  action  for  divorce  b  pending 
between  them,  and  is  now  in  the  court  of  appeals;  and  that  be  has, 
by  order  of  the  court,  paid  a  gross  sum  for  alimony  and  counsel  fees. 
1873,  People  v.  Mitchell,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d  C),  172. 

2.  The  supreme  court  cannot,  by  order,  cast  upon  the  people  the  bu^ 
den  of  supporting  the  wife  of  a  man  able  to  support  her.    lb, 

POWERS. 

1.  Power  to  sell  land  for  payment  of  creditors,  not  implied  from  a 
mere  charge  of  debts  upon  the  lands.  The  remedy  is  a  surrogate's 
order  under  the  statute.  Ct,  of  App.^  1878,  Matter  of  Fox,  52  N, 
r.,  530 ;  afltoiiing  63  Barb,,  157. 

2.  Power  of  attorney  to  sue,  recover,  and  receive,  &c.,  and  to  give 
release  of  judgments  recovered,  gives  no  power  to  release  without 
payment.     De  Mets  v.  Dagron,  53  N,  F.,  635. 

8.  Powers  of  attorney,  and  all  special  powers,  are  to  be  construc-d 
strictly,  and  the  general  words  are  to  be  construed  in  reference  to 
the  particular  terms  which  form  the  subject  matter  of  the  instru- 
ment,  and  in  furtherance  of,  but  in  subordination  to  the  general 
power  conferred.  1873,  Geiger  t.  Boiler,  1  Svpreme  Ct.  (7*.  <fe  C7.), 
129. 

4.  A  power  of  attorney,  giving  power  to  sell  and  lease  lands,  and 
collect  moneys  due,  &c.,  gives  no  authority  to  assign  a  cause  of 
action  for  trespass.    [3  Bosw.,  575.]    lb. 

5.  Exercise  of  power  conferred  by  law  on  three  or  more.  People  ei 
rel.  Washington  v,  Nichols,  52  N.  T.,  478. 

PRACTICE. 

A  party  wishing  to  review  the  findings  of  fact,  or  conclusions  of  law, 
of  the  judge,  may  do  so  by  motion  for  a  new  trifil,  upon  a  case 
made,  to  Hie  general  term  [Code,  §  268,  as  am.,  1867],  without 
waiting  for  finid  judgment  1873,  Stanton  9.  Miller,  1  Supreme  (X 
(T.  d!  (7.),  28. 

PRECEDENT. 

A  fully  considered  case,  determined  by  a  majority  of  the  cooit,  1m>w 
far  to  be  impugned  by  dissent,  by  political  consideTatSoD,  and  bj 
subsequent  contrary  decision.     Woodruff  «.  Woodruff,  62  If.  F.,  58. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Obligation  of  one  person  to  defend  another  whom  he  has  indemnified, 
or  who  stands  as  his  surety.     5  Engl.  B.  {Moak^B  ed,\  298,  n. 

Costs,  88. 

PROBATE. 

Probate  of  a  will  can  not  be  attacked  collaterally,  for  irregolarity  in 
the  service  of  the  citation.  Ct,  of  App.^  1878,  Wetmore  0.  Pwker, 
52  N.  F.,  450;  aflSrming  7  Zaiw.,  121. 

SURBOQATB^a  CoUBT. 

PROHIBITION. 

1.  The  board  of  police  justices  of  the  city  of  New  York,  actingf  under 
the  act  of  April  17,  1860,  in  the  appointment  of  clerks,  &c.,  does 
not  act  as  a  ^*  court;"  within  the  statute  allowing  writs  of  prohibi- 
tion to  issue.  JV.  F.  Superior  Ct,  Sp.  T.,  1878,  Norton  c.  Dowling, 
46  How.  Pr,,  7. 

2.  To  sustain  a  writ  of  prohibition,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  one 
member  of  th^  board  was  absent,  without  evidence  to  rebut  the 
presumption  that  he  was  duly  notified  of  the  meeting.     lb, 

QUESTIONS  OP  LAW  AND  FACT. 

1.  Domicile  is  rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law,  and  an  intent  to 
change  domicile  should  be  established  by  very  clear  proof.  Dupuy 
V.  Wurtz,  53  xV.  7.,  556;  affirming  64  Barb.,  156. 

2.  Under  2  IL  S.,  137,  J  4,  the  question  whether  an  omission  to 
change  possession  on  a  purchase,  is  fraudulent  as  against  creditors, 
is  for  the  jury,  and  cannot  be  decided  as  a  question  of  law  by  the 
court  [9  N.  Y.,  218.]  Supreme  Ct.,  1866,  Spicer  ©.  Waters,  65  Barb^ 
227. 

8.  The  question  of  negligence  in  a  banker  in  discovering  a  fraudulent 
alteration  of  a  check, — Held,  in  this  case,  a  question  of  fact  1878, 
Nat.  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Nat.  Mechanics^  Bank,  85  if.  Y.  Superior 
Ct.  (2  Jones  A  S.),  282;  S.  C,  46  Eow.  Fr.,  874. 

4.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  question  of  malice  is 
one  of  fact  for  the  jury ;  and  of  probable  cause,  is  one  of  law  for 
the  court.  [6  N.  Y.,  884.]  1878,  Van  Voorhest?.  Leonard,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  (T.  d  C),  148. 

5.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  it  appeared  that  one  S.  told 
defendant  that  plaintifif  and  her  sister  had  committed  the  act  for 
which  the  alleged  malicious  prosecution  was  begun.    Subsequently, 
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and  before  the  prosecution  was  commenced,  S.  retracted  his  state- 
ment, and  told  defendant  he  alone  had  committed  the  act,  and 
agreed  to  settle  for  the  injuries  done  by  the  payment  of  five  dollars, 
and  repairing  the  injuries  done.  Held^  the  question  of  probable 
cause  was  one  for  the  jury  [2  Denio,  617],  and  judgment  of  nonsuit 
'  was  error.  1878,  Foote  f.  Milbier,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  db  C),  456; 
S.  C,  46  Eow.  Pr.,  88. 

6.  Whether  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  intended  to  be  a  mort- 
gage, is  a  mixed  question  of  fact  and  law.  It  is  a  mortgage  only 
when  it  was  the  understanding  and  agreement  of  the  parties  that 
it  should  be  such.     Supreme  C<.,  1872,  Brown  «.  Clifford,  7  Lans,,  46 

7.  Evidence  making  it  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  an  insurance 
note  was  a  stock  note  or  premium  note.  Jackson  v.  Van  Slyke,  53 
K  r.,  625. 

8.  The  effect  of  payment  of  a  less  sum  in  full  discharge  of  an  unliqui- 
dated debt  then  due,  and  the  giving  of  a  receipt  in  full  therefor,  is 
a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  not  of  fact  for  the  jury.  '  [1  Den., 
257.]  1873,  Green  o.  Rochester  Iron  Manufg.  Co.,  1  Supreme  Ct. 
{T,  &  C),  5. 

9.  The  presumption  of  the  existence  of  one  fact  from  the  existence  of 
another, — i.  0.,  the  process  of  ascertaining  one  fact  from  the  proof 
of  another  fact, — is  within  the  exclusive  province  of  the  jury.  CL 
ofApp,,  1873,  Justice  ».  Lang,  52  K  T.,  823. 

10.  The  question  whether  representation  as  to  value  is  merely  an 
opinion  or  an  affirmation  of  a  fact  to  be  relied  on,  is  a  question  for 
the  jury.     Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Simar  v.  Canaday,  58  N.  F.,  298. 

11.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  or  not  certain  specific 
articles  are  working  tools  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
[Lawe  oj  1842,  ch.  157 ;  Laws  of  1859,  p.  843,  ch.  184],  exempting 
property  from  levy  and  sale  under  execution.  [1  Denio,  460.]  1873, 
Sammis  t).  Smith,  1  Supreme  Ct.^  (T.  d  C),  444. 

12.  The  verdict  of  a  jury  that  a  net  and  boat  used  for  fishing,  al- 
though requiring  two  men  to  handle  them,  are  working  tools,  will 
be  sustained.     lb, 

18.  Whether  certain  words  used  were  a  warranty,  sometimes  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.     Murray  v.  Smith,  4  Da/y,  277. 

RAILROADS. 

The  power  given  by  the  general  railroad  law  to  take  property,  does 
not  extend  to  that  which  is  already  held  and  dedicated  by  authority 
of  law  to  a  different  public  use.  Matter  of  Boston  &  Alb.  R.  R 
Co.,  68  if.  jr.,  574. 
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RECEIVER. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  negotiable  paper,  alleged  to 
have  been  transferred  by  plaintiff^s  collecting  agent  to  defendants, 
in  payment  of  the  agcnt^s  precedent  debt,  the  court  may  properly 
appoint  a  receiver,  if  plaintiff  shows  an  apparent  right,  and  notwith- 
standing defendants*  denial,  especially  where  defendants  are  insol- 
vent, or  have  suspended  payment.  Brown  v,  Northrop,  AntCj 
333. 

2.  The  former  court  of  chancery,  in  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's 
bill  (as  authorized  by  2  B,  5.,  174,  §  39),  acquired  do  power  over 
the  debtor's  land ;  and  the  fact  that  the  debtor  in  such  a  suit,  by 
order  of  the  court,  assigned  to  a  receiver  all  his  real  estate,  did  not 
deprive  him  of  the  power  to  redeem  such  real  estate  from  a  sale  on 
execution  against  him.   Livingstone  v,  Arnoux,  Ante,  158. 

8.  The  order  appointing  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings,  re- 
quired him  to  execute  a  bond  with  sureties.  Held,  that  the  terms 
of  the  order  required  an  instrument  under  seal,  with  two  sureties 
[Edw.  on  Rec'rs,  89 J.  and  that  the  receiver  had  no  power  to  act, 
until  he  had  complied  with  the  order  appointing  him.  [Thompson  on 
Prov.  Rem.,  477,  480;  21  How.,  489;  26  Barb.,  669.]  1873,  John- 
son c.  Martin,  1  Supreme  CL  (T.dj  C),  504. 

4.  The  court,  having  appointed  a  receiver,  has  power  to  order  the  ref- 
erence of  a  claim  against  him  without  action ;  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary on  a  motion  for  such  reference,  to  require  an  agreement  to  refer. 
Supreme  Ct,  1873,  Guardian  Savings  Inst. «.  Bowling  Green  Sav- 
ings Bank,  65  Barb.,  275. 

5.  Moneys  due  to  a  debtor  from  the  public  authorities,  as  a  pension, 
can  not  be  reached  by  a  creditor  of  the  pensioner  until  actually  paid 
over  to  the  debtor.  A  pensioner  has  no  property  in  future  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  him  on  account  of  the  pe^^sion.  Nagle  v, 
Stagg,  Ante,  346. 

6.  Allowance  to  a  receiver  for  receiving  three  hundred  and  eighty- 
eight  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents  rents  from  a  collecting  agent, 
fixed  at  twenty-five  dollars.  Costs,  &c.,  in  a  foreclosure  suit  to 
which  as  receiver  he  was  made  a  party,  refused,  on  the  ground  that 
he  should  have  applied  for  them  m  the  foreclosure  suit.  1872,  Bald- 
win V,  Eazler,  34  N,  F.  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  Js  S.),  274. 

An  assignment  in  the  name  of  J.  P.,  receiver,  and  signed  by  him  as 
*^J.  P,  Receiver,"  contained  a  covenant  that  the  assigned  claims 
were  due  and  unpaid.  Held,  that  the  receiver's  intent  was  to  coven- 
ant ofiicially,  and  not  individually,  and  that  in  an  action  on  the 
covenant  against  the  receiver's  representatives,  he  having  been 
dibcharged  as  receiver  before  bis  death,  plaintiff   was  properly 
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non-saited.      Supreme  (7t.,  1872,  Livingston  «.  Pettigrew,  7  Liau,^ . 
405. 

A.TTACHMSNT,  11,  12. 

RECORDER. 

Recorders  of  cities  have  jurisdiction  under  tiie  statute  [2  R.  8.,  704 j, 
to  compel  disorderly  persons  to  give  security  to  keep  the  peace,  and 
in  default  thereof,  to  commit  them  to  the  common  jvL  1878, 
People  V,  Mitchell,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T,  dk  (7.),  172. 

RECORD. 

The  assignment  of  a  mortgage  upon  real  estate  is  a  ^'conTe3ranoe," 
and  the  assignee  a  purchaser,  within  the  meaning  of  the  recording 
act.  [11  Paige,  29;  6  Denio,  187;  47  N.  Y.,  807;  2  Lans.,  471.] 
1878,  St.  John  v.  Spalding,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  S  (7.),  488. 

RECOUPMENT. 

1.  The  right  of  the  maker  of  a  note 'to  recoup  against  it  his  daira 
growing  out  of  a  partial  or  total  failure  of  consideration,  is  not 
defeated  by  a  transfer  of  the  note,  and  the  bringing  of  a  suit  thereon 
in  the  name  of  the  transferee,  unless  the  transferee,  the  paper  being 
negotiable,  has  acquired  a  title  discharged  of  all  equities.  If  he 
took  with  notice,  the  right  of  the  maker  to  set  up  a  failure  of  title 
to  the  property  in  payment  for  which  the  notes  were  given,  is  perfect 
Ct,ofApp.,  1873,  McKnight «.  Devlin,  52  N.  T.,  899. 

2.  Recoupment  of  damages  for  alleged  breach  of  contract  not  allowed, 
where  benefits  are  retained.     Carpentier  v,  Mintum,  65  Barb,,  298. 

REFERENCE. 

1.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  referable  nature  of  an  action, 
its  character  is  fixed  by  the  complaint,  and  can  not  be  changed  by 
the  answer.  If  the  action,  as  showtf  by  the  complaint,  is  referable 
because  on  contract  and  involving  a  long  account,  the  fact  that  the 
answer  recoups  or  counter-claims  damages  for  an  alleged  breach  of 
warranty,  fraud  and  deceit^  does  not  change  the  nature  of  the 
action ;  but  this  is  a  defense  permitted,  to  reach  speedy  justice  and 
avoid  circuity.  Ct.  of  App.^  1878,  Welsh  v.  Darragh,  52  K.  T., 
590. 

2.  In  an  action  by  an  attorney,  for  Tarious  services,  including  the 
management  of  suits  in  various  courts,  the  drawing  of  deeds  and 
other  instruments,  the  examination  of  titles  to  lands,  charges  for 
disbursemeuts,  &c.,  including  many  items,  where  a  general  denial 
is  interposed,— J9^^  that  the  trial  of  the  issaes  involves  the  exam- 
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ination  of  a  long  account,  and  a  compulsory  reference  may  be 
ordered.  H.  T,  CcDn,  PL,  1871,  Schermerhom  v.  Wood,  4  Daly,  158. 
8.  But  an  allegation  in  an  answer,  to  a  complaint  claiming  four 
thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  professional  services  due  February 
lltb,  1862,  that  on  May  21,  1860,  defendant  paid  to  plaintiff  two 
hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars  in  full  of  all  demands  to  that  date, 
which  sum  is  set  off  against  any  claims  of  the  plaintiff, — Ueld,  not 
to  be  an  allegation  of  payment,  which,  if  found  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant, would  determine  the  actiou  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a 
compulsory  reference  might  be  ordered  of  all  the  issues.     Ih, 

4.  It  is  no  ground  for  reversing  an  order  of  reference  that  on  the  trial 
one  party  intends  to  impeach,  as  forged,  evidence  which  he  expects 
will  be  offered  by  his  adversary.  Such  fact  is  proper  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  court  on  the  motion  for  the  order,  but  the  decision 
thereon  is  conclu.sive.     lb, 

5.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars  contained 
twenty-six  items  of  merchandise,  and  defendant  admitted  the  num- 
ber and  quantity,  but  not  the  articles  charged.  Held,  that  as  plain- 
tiff must,  therefore,  prove  his  account,  at  least  to  the  extent  of 
identifying  the  property  delivered  with  that  charged,  it  was  a 
proper  case  to  order  a  reference.  Ot,  of  App,,  1873,  Welsh  «, 
Darragh,  52  N,  K,  590. 

6.  The  rule  that  on  an  accounting  a  general  finding  is  not  sufficient  [22 
Barb.,  819], — reiterated.  Spooncr  v.  Lefevre,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T, 
&  0.\  686. 

7.  An  action  on  a  fire  insurance  policy  is  not  referable  against  plain- 
tiffs objection,  from  the  simple  fact  that  the  loss  claimed  covers  a 
large  number  of  items  [6  Wend.,  503;  2  How.,  79;  Id.,  173;  8  Id., 
8;  13  Abb.,  124;  25  Wend.,  687J.  1874,  Brink  «.  Republic  Ins. 
Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T,  &  (7.),  550. 

8.  A  compulsory  order  of  reference  may  be  vacated  at  any  time  before 
final  decree,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  referable  case,  not- 
withstanding the  aggrieved  party  did  not  make  that  a  ground  of 
his  first  motion  for  that  purpose.     Ih, 

9.  Upon  evidence  being  offered  and  objected  to,  the  referee  must  de- 
cide upon  its  admissibility  at  once.  He  has  no  right  to  reserve  his 
decision  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  case.  1878,  Waggoner  «. 
Finch,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  &  C,\  145. 

'10.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed 

that  error  in  such  admission  of  the  evidence  affected  the  decision  of 

the  case,     lb, 
11.  A  referee  has  not  power  to  issue  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses 

out  of  the  State.     It  is  for  the  court  to  do  so.      1872,  Rathbon  v. 

Ingersoll,  84  N,  7,  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  <fe  8,\  211. 
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12.  A  referee,  while  acting  as  such,  can  Dot  accept  from  a  party  to  the 
cause  a  retainer  in  other  matters ;  and  if  he  does  so,  the  fact  alone  is 
ground  for  setting  aside  his  report.  Supreme  Ct,y  1878,  Stebbins  e. 
.Brown,  65  Barh.,  272. 

18.  A  referee  appointed  to  sell  is  entitled  to  the  same  fees  as,  and  do 
more  than  are  allowed  to,  the  sheriff  for  the  performance  of  the  same 
duty.      1874,  Innes  «.  Purcell,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  S  C),  588. 
Appeal,  28,  88.  85,  42;  Costs,  87;  Tbials,  16. 

RELEASE. 

1.  A  release  given  in  favor  of  one  of  several  tortfeasors  does  not 
operate  to  discharge  the  others,  unless  under  seal.  Irvine  v,  Milbank, 
AnUj  378. 

2.  After  plaintiff  has  released  his  cause  of  action,  and  stipulated  to 
discontinue  the  action,  his  attorney  has  no  right  to  go  to  trial ;  and 
if  he  does  so  and  obtains  a  judgment,  the  court  have  no  discretion 
to  require  payment  of  the  attorney,  as  a  condition  for  setting  aside 
the  report  and  verdict  Ct.  of  App,^  1878,  Pulver  v.  Harris,  52  K 
r.,  73 ;  aflBrming  62  Barb.,  500. 

RELIGIOUS  CORPORATION. 

If  a  member  of  a  religious  corporation  is  wrongfully  deprived  of  the 
rights  of  membership,  his  remedy  is  by  action  against  the  individ- 
uals who  preclude  him  from  the  exercise  of  his  rights.  If  he  is 
excluded  from  membership  in  the  church,  redress  must  be  had,  if 
at  all,  by  ecclesiastical  proceedings  under  its  rules.  Ct.  o/App,, 
1878,  People  ex  reL  Dilcher  v.  German  V,  Ev.  Ch.,  58  if.  F.,  103; 
reversing  6  Lans.,  172;  and  affirming  8  Id.,  484. 

REMOVAL  OP  CAUSES. 

1.  A  suit  in  this  court,  commenced  in  Dec,  1865,  by  a  plaintiff  resi- 
dent in  this  State,  against  a  defendant  also  then  resident  here,  but 
who,  before  final  determination  thereof,  became  a  resident  of 
another  State, — Held,  not  removable  to  the  U.  S.  circuit  conrt,  nnder 
acts  of  congress  of  July  27,  1866,  or  of  March  2,  1867,  defendant 
being  a  resident  of  this  Stat«  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  those 
acts.     K  r.  Cam,  PL,  1871,  Dart  v.  Walker,  4  JMy,  188. 

2.  Where  an  application  to  remove  a  cause  to  the  U.  S,  circuit  court 
was  founded  upon  provisions  of  the  act  of  1867, — Held,  that, 
although  the  application  must  be  denied  under  that  act,  still  where 
the  petition  contained  the  necessary  allegations,  the  application 
might  be  granted  under  the  act  of  1866.  _Ib. 
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8.  Under  n  joint  petition  by  two  defendants,  the  application  may, 
under  the  act  of  1866,  be  granted  as  to  one  defendant  and  denied 
as  to  the  other.     Ih, 

4.  Where  a  cause  has  been  tried,  but  the  judgment  reversed  on  appeal 
and  a  ne^v  trial  ordered,  an  application  made  before  the  new  trial, 
is  made  ''before  trial  or  final  hearing,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.     Tb, 

6.  On  a  review  of  the  conflicting  decisions,  it  must  be  held  that  cor- 
porations are  citizens  of  the  States  which  create  them,  without 
regard  to  the  residence  of  the  corporators ;  hence,  a  national  bank 
whose  location  and  place  of  business  is  fixed  by  law  in  a  particular 
State,  of  which,  for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  it  is  an  inhabitant, 
and  in  which  a  majority  of  the  managing  ofiScers  are  required 
by  law  to  reside,  should  be  deemed  a  resident  of  such  State, 
although  it  is  created  under  an  act  of  congress,  not  under  a  State 
law.  CU  of  App,y  1878,  Cooke  «.  State  Nat.  Bank  bf  Boston,  52 
N.  r.,  96. 

6.  Where,  by  virtue  of  a  State  law,  a  joint  action  is  brought  against 
several  parties  on  different  liabilities, — e.  g,,  against  drawers  of  a 
check  and  the  certifier  of  it, — ^the  defendant  in  either  cause  of 
action  may  apply  for  a  removal  without  the  other  joining  in  the 
application.    I  h. 

7.  Under  the  act  of  congress  of  March  2,  1867,  removal  of  the 
cause  is  effected  by  complying  with  the  statute,  and  without  an 
order  of  the  court ;  and  the  only  discretion  of  the  State  court  is  in 
respect  to  the  sufilciency  of  the  surety  [5  Blatchf.,  886;  6  Id.,  862]. 
lb, 

8.  It  geems^  that  under  all  the  acts  of  congress,  except  that  of  1866,  all 
of  several  defendants  residing  in  a  State  must  unite  in  an  applica- 
tion for  a  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  circuit  court ;  but  formal  or 
unnecessary  parties  need  not  join.    H, 

9.  Whether  a  corporation  can  make  the  afildavit  of  belief  required  by 
act  of  1867, — query.     76. 

10.  A  suit  was  commenced  in  a  district  court,  in  which  plaintiff 
^  claimed  to  recover  two  hundred  and  sixty  dollars  and  interest. 

The  suit  was  removed  to  the  common  pleas,  where  a  judgment  was 
recovered  for  the  full  amount  claimed.  On  appeal  from  that  judg- 
ment,— Ileldy  that  the  fact  that  not  more  than  two  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  could  have  been  recovered  in  the  district  court,  did  not 
render  it  invalid.  When  the  cause  is  transferred  to  this  court, 
it  becomes  subject  to  all  the  general  rules  of  practice  and  principles 
of  law  governing  cases  of  like  character  as  to  which  this  court  has 
original  jurisdiction.  N.  T.  Com,  PL,  1878,  Ludwig  «.  Minot,  4 
Daly,  481. 
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SCHOOLS. 

# 

1.  The  assessment  of  a  tax  upoD  the  property  of  an  inhabitant  of  i 
school  district  by  a  school  trustee  is  a  judicial  act.  [85  N.  Y.,  251.' 
1878,  Fowler  «.  Van  Riper,  1  Suprfme  Ct.  {T,  &  C,\  8701 

2.  In  an  action  against  school  officers  for  an  act  performed  under 
color  of  their  office,  which  might  be  the  subject  of  an  appeal  to  the 
superintendent,  no  costs  can  be  allowed  against  such  officers  if  they 
have  acted  in  good  faith.     [Laws  of  1864,  ch.  65^,  §  6.]    i5. 

Costs,  86. 

SEAL. 

1.  A  deed  of  land  by  a  church  by  its  trustees,  sealed  by  a  seal  op- 
posite the  name  of  each  trustee,  with  a  certificate  that  the  church 
has.  no  cort)orate  seal,  is  valid.  1878,  Christie  «.  Gage,  2  Supreme 
Ct.(T,dC,),  844. 

2.  Several  persons  may  bind  themselves  by  a  single  seaL  [2  Caines 
Caa.,  1,  7,  42,  55;  9  Johns.,  285;  4  Hill,  851.]    11. 

SERVICE  (AND  PROOF  OF). 

1.  The  Code  [section  185]  makes  no  provision  for  service  by  publication 
upon  unknown  parties  in  partition  cases.  The  only  method  to  be 
pursued  in  such  cases  is  the  one  provided  in  the  Revised  Statutes  [S 
B.  S.J  5  ed.,  605],  and  this  must  be  strictly  pursued.  1878,  "San- 
ford  V.  White,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  647;  S.  C.,46  Hwa.  Pr.^  205. 

2.  The  affidavit  upon  which  an  order  of  publication  was  obtained  stated 
that  the  defendant  could  not  be  found  within  the  State,  although 
due  search  was  made  for  him ;  that  he  was  a  resident  of  Berlin  in 
the  empire  of  Germany,  where  he  then  actually  resided  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff  who  verified  it  Beldj  although  materially  de- 
fective in  not  showing  what  efforts  had  been  made  to  find  the 
defendant  [Code,  §  185],  it  had  a  legal  tendency  to  make  out  a 
proper  case,  and  the  order  founded  thereon  would  be  sustained  until 
set  aside  by  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose.  [4  Denio,  118 ;  8  N. 
Y.,  41,  46.]  1874,  Von  Rhade  v.  Von  Rhade,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  A 
C),  491. 

8.  The  order  of  publication  required  that  the  summons  in  the  action 
be  published,  and  the  copy  annexed  required  the  defendant  to 
answer  in  six  instead  of  twenty  days.  Heidj  that  the  recital  in  the 
order  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  was  annexed,  when  in  fact  it  was 
not,  did  not  render  the  direction  invalid,  and  since  it  was  followed 
by  the  publication  of  the  summons  in  the  action  no  injury  re- 
sulted.    Ih. 
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4.  The  order  directed  that  a  copy  be  mailed  to  the  defendant  at  his 
residence,  Berlin,  Germany.  The  copy  mailed  was  addressed  to 
him  at  the  Union  Club,  Berlin.  The  affidavit  showed  that  was  his 
residence.     Held,  a  substantia]  compliance  with  the  order.     Jb 

6.  Service  of  citation,  and  proof  thereof,  to  attend  probato  ^f  a  will, 
may  be  made  by  the  proponent  or  other  party.  Ct,  qf  Spf.y  1878, 
Wetmore  v.  Parker,  52  iV.  F.,  450;  affirming  7  Lins.j  121. 

6.  Date  in  admission,  not  conclusive.  Rogers  v.  Scbmersahl,  2  Sth 
preme  Ct,  ( T.  &  C7.),  668. 

FoBMER  Ai>jUDiCATiON,  1 ;  JuDOMBNT,  2-5 ;  Plbadiko,  28. 

BET-bFP. 

1.  A  party  having  a  judgment  against  another,  is  not  entitled  at  law 
nor  in  equity  to  set  it  off  against  a  judgment  for  costs  in  a  subse- 
quent litigation  commenced  by  such  party,  against  the  rights  of  the 
attorney  who  obtained  the  latter  judgment,  which  rights  were 
secured  to  him  by  an  express  contract  in  writing,  transferring  such 
costs  to  him  before  any  judgment  was  rendered.  And  notice  is  not 
necessary  to  a  party  who  is  not  injured  by  the  want  of  notice.  CU 
of  App,,  1873,,  Perry  v.  Chester,  58  N.  F.,  240;  modifying  12  Alb. 
Pr.Ji.  8.J  131. 

2.  The  statutes  relating  to  off-sets  and  counter-claims  have  no  appli- 
cation to  the  proceedings  provided  for  the  removal  of  tenants 
fo^the  non-payment  of  rent.  They  are  solely  applicable  to  actions, 
and  to  such  actions  only  as  are  mentioned  in  the  statutes.  [2  R.  S., 
284  (3  R.  S.,  5th  ed.,  434-5),  §  48,  subd.  5;  Id.,  854,  §  18  (5th  ed., 
684,  685,  §  12),  subd.  5;  Code,  §  150.J  1874,  People  ex  rel.  Tuttle 
«.  Walton,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  d:  C,\  538. 

8.  Right  of  set-off  in  action  on  policy  issued  on  account  of  whom  it 
may  concern.  Pacific  Mail  St.  Co.  «.  Gt.  Western  Ins.  Co.,  65 
Barb.,  884. 

SHERIFP. 

1.  The  sheriff  is  entitled  to  no  fees  except  such  as  are  allowed  bj 
statute.  N,  T,  Com,  PL,  1874,  Crofut^.  Brandt,  46  How,  /V.,  481; 
affirming  18  Atib,  Pr,  N,  S,,  28. 

2.  A  promise  to  pay  him  extra  compensation  for  extra  services  in  the 
performance  of  his  official  duty,  or  such  acts  as  are  incident  thereto 
is  void.     [Chitty  on  Contracts,  582;  15  Wend.,  44.]    lb, 

8.  Whatever  care,  labor  or  expense  the  condition  of  the  property 
levied  on  required,  beyond  what  his  fees  compensated  him  for.  the 
sheriff  was  bound  to  provide,  and  except  as  to  existing  liens,  bear  at 
part  of  his  official  duty.  [5  D.  &  R.,  405 ;  8  B.  &  C,  688 ;  8  Oamp., 
874;  7  M.  A  W.,  418;  15  Wend.,  44.J    Ih 
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4.  A  sheriff  has  no  right  to  charge  for  keepers  [87  K.  T.,  880;  SDalj, 
256;  88  How.,  178],  nor  for  auctioneer's  chargosin  selling  the  go^s, 
for  he  is  bound  to  make  the  sale  of  the  goods  himself.  [Chitty  on 
Contracts,  588;  2T.  R.,  157;  Crocker  on  Sheriffs,  2ed.,  1 1,  162.]  /*, 

6.  A  judgment  of  the  marine  court  becomes  a  judgment  of  this  court 
under  these  rules,  upon  a  transcript  being  filed  with  the  county 
clerk.     Ih 

6.  The  construction  of  the  provisions  of  2  B,  8.^  645,  |  83,  is  gov- 
emed  by  the  Code,  §  248 ;  and  under  this  a  sheriff  is  entitled  to 
poundage  only  on  the  sum  which  he  collects,  not  upon  the  amount 
levied  on,  even  though  the  amount  collectible  was  reduced  after 
levy.  1878,  Campbell  v.  Cothran,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  &  C.\  70; 
8.  C,  less  fully,  65   Barh,^  58i. 

7.  A  sheriff  in  seizing  property  which  had  been  set  apart  to  plaintiff 
by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  under  an  execution  on  a  judgment 
entered  before  proceedings  were  taken  in  bankruptcy,  is  protected 
by  his  process  [21  Wend.,  851;  1  N.  Y.,  505;  Crocker  on  Sheriffs, 
220] ;  and  this  rule  applies  in  an  action  of  replevin.  [4  Wend.,  481; 
50  N.  Y.,  853.]    1873,  Barron  fj.  Boyd,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  S  C),  457. 

8.  When  a  claim  is  made  against  the  sheriff  for  money  in  his  hands, 
and  there  is  doubt  on  the  question,  the  proper  course  is  to  leave 
the  claimant  to  &n  action.  Ct,  of  App,^  1878,  Mills  v,  Davis,  53  N. 
r.,  849;  affirming  in  effect  85  N,  F.  Superior  Ct,  (Z  Jones  &  S,),  855. 

9.  Defendant,  a  sheriff,  became  liable  as  bail  for  a  prisoner  arrested  on 
civil  process.  Execution  being  returned  unsatisfied  plaintiff  brought 
this  action  against  defendant.  While  the  action  was  pending  the 
defendant  surrendered  prisoner  in  the  county  jail.  Held,  defen- 
dant was  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  bail  [9  How.,  180;  Id.,  188; 
Code,  §§191,  186],  and  to  be  exonerated  on  payment  of  costs  of 
these  proceedings.  1874,  Brady  v.  Brundage,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  S 
C),  621. 

Attachment,  2-7;  Attorney  and  Client,  8;  Claim  and  Deliveby; 

Demand,  4;  Trials,  18. 

SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Proof  before  town  auditors,  to  obtain  leave  to  plant  oysters,  must  l>e 
common-law  proof  by  production  of  witnesses.  Southard  v,  Wright, 
2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,(k  (7.),  674. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

t  A  court  of  equity  may  enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to 
sell  land,  although  the  land  is  situated  in  another  State,  and  the 
contract  was  made  and  to  be  performed  there,  if  defendant  wis 
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duly  served  and  subjected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  N.  T, 
Com  PL,  1872,  My  res  v.  Dc  Mier,*  4  Daly,  843. 

2.  It  seems,  that  a  contract  by  which  A.  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  his 
land  to  B.  for  a  specified  sum,  to  be  paid  in  part  by  B.'s  convejring 
other  land  to  A.,  and  B.  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  such  other  land 
to  A.,  for  a  specified  price  to  be  paid  by  A.^s  said  conveyance  to  B., 
is  an  agreement  for  an  exchange,  not  for  sales ;  and  if  one  party 
proves  unable  to  convey  title,  he  can  not  be  compelled  specifically  to 
perform  as  to  his  purchase  of  the  other  parcel.  Sternberger  v. 
McGovem,  Ante,  257. 

8.  Whether  specific  performance  with  money  compensation  for  an  in- 
choate right  of  dower,  can  be  awarded  in  case  of  an  exchange  of 
lands  as  well  as  in  case  of  a  purchase, — query  f    lb. 

4.  Plaintiffs  and  defendant  agreed  to  exchange  certain  parcels  of  real 
estate,  but  defendant,  being  unable  to  fulfill  his  agreement  on  ac- 
count of  the  refusal  of  his  wife  to  release  her  dower  (although  he 
in  good  faith  endeavored  to  induce  her  to  do  so), — Held,  that  de- 
fendant should  not  be  compelled  to  give  a  deed  by  himself,  and 
indemnify  plaintiffs  against  his  wife's  contingent  right  of  dower 
but  plaintiffs  would  be  given  damages  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract,    lb, 

5.  Whether  specific  performance  can  be  enforced,  where  no  provision 
is  made  for  determining  the  price  with  certainty, — query  t  Sharkey 
V,  Larkins,  52  N,  71,  623. 

6.  In  an  action  for  specific  performance,  where  the  vendor  is  ^nable 
to  convey  such  title  as  is  required  by  the  contract,  the  court  may 
retain  the  action,  and  ascertain  and  award  damages  for  non-per- 
formance [11  Paige,  277;  18  Barb.,  850;  24  N.  Y.,  40],  if  inability 
to  perform  at  the  time  of  judgment  is  made  to  appear  at  the  trial. 
And  the  court  may  give  a  lien  on  the  vend9r's  title  for  advances 
made  by  the  purchaser  [3  Drew,  396;  8  Mer.,  237;  Fry,  495],  but 
not  for  his  damages.  1874,  Stevenson  v.  Spratt,  35  N,  T.  Superior 
Ct.  (3  Jones  <h  S,),  496. 

7.  A  covenant  in  a  lease  to  repair,  will  in  a  proper  case,  be  specifi- 
cally enforced  in  equity.  The  cases  in  which  the  contrary  is  ex- 
pressed, shown  to  have  been  loosely  determined,  without  due 
examination  of  the  authorities.  ^.  Y.  Com,  PL,  1873,  Beck  «. 
Allison,  4  Daly,  421. 

'8.  What  is  to  be  done  under  the  covenant,  however,  must  be  clear, 
definite,  and  certain,  for  if  it  be  extensive,  involving  too  many 
details,  which  demand  the  consideration  of  the  particular  circum- 
stances and  the  exercise  of  judgment,  as  well  as  a  long  time  for  its 


♦  Affirmed,  on  another  ground,  in  52  N.  7.,  647. 
XV. — N.  B.  -  37 
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performance,  the  party  'will,  unless  the  equities  are  rery  strong,  be 
left  to  his  remedy  in  an  action  for  damages.  This  branch  of  equi- 
table jurisdiction  is  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  which  depends  upon 
the  fEicts  and  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.     lb. 

9.  If  the  contract  was  just  and  fair  when  entered  into,  events  after- 
wards occurring,  which  are  not  so  inTolved  in  it  that  they  must 
have  been  in  the  minds  of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made, 
can  not  be  invoked  to  show  the  hardship  of,  and  to  excuse  perform- 
ance, unless  they  were  in  some  way  due  to  the  party  who  applies 
for  the  specific  performance.  They  may  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion, however,  where  the  court  con,  instead  of  decreeing  a  specific 
performance,  make  a  more  equitable  disposition  of  the  whole  matter. 
76. 

10.  If  plaintiff  knew,  when  he  brought  his  suit,  that  defendant  could 
not  perform,  either  from  his  having  conveyed  the  property  to 
another,  or  from  any  other  cause,  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed, 
plain  tiff  ^s  remedy  being  an  action  for  damages,  which  is  not  only 
an  adequate,  but  his  sole  remedy;  defendant  in  that  case  being 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  a  trial  by  jury.     Ih, 

11.  But  where  it  is  averred  in  the  complaint,  and  appears  from  the 
facts  set  forth  in  it,  that  defendant  can  and  ought  to  perform,  the 
jurisdiction  in  equity  attaches,  defendant  is  put  to  bis  answer,  and 
the  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  the  issue  and  the  proofs  for 
its  equitable  consideration.  If  it  then  appear,  upon  defendant's 
showing,  that  he  has  disabled  himself  from  performing,  and  in 
doing  so  acted  inequitably,  the  court  ma^  decree  to  plaintifit  a  com- 
pensation in  money,  to  be  ascertained  by  some  equitable  rule,  or  by 
atrial  by  jury;  because  the  plaintifif,  being  ignorant  when  he 
brought  his  suit  of  the  defendant's  disability,  had  a  right  to  bnng 
it;  and  jurisdiction  having  attached  by  the  institution  of  a  suit 
justly  and  properly  brought,  it  may  be  made  effectual  for  the  pur- 
pose of  administering  complete  relief.     lb, 

12.  The  cases  reviewed,  relating  to  the  right  of  a  court  of  equity, 
where  it  refuses  a  specific  performance,  to  award  a  compensation  in 
damages,  their  conflict  with  each  other  considered,  and  the  rule 
deducible  from  them  laid  down.     lb. 

18.  If  jurisdiction  in  equity  attaches,  as  where  performance  is  not 
impossible,  but  exceedingly  onerous,  the  court  is  not  bound  to 
decree  a  specific  performance,  if  it  can,  by  adapting  the  remedy  to 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  make  a  more  equi- 
table adjustment  of  the  whole  matter,     lb, 

14.  Where  a  purchaser  at  judicial  sale  afterwards  promises  to  waive  the 
sale  and  to  reconvey  to  the  debtor,  and  the  latter,  relying  upon  the 
promise,  loses  opportunity  to  move  to  open  the  sale,  the  court  voaj 
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compel  specific  performance  of  the  promise  equally,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  agreement  made  before  the  sale,  especially  where  there  has 
been  part  payment.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T.,  1878,  Morrill  ©.  Cooper, 
65  Barb,,  612. 

15.  The  rule  that  a  contract  set  up  in  the  answer  which  does  not 
correspond  with  that  alleged  in  the  complaint,  is  not  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute, — reiterated.     1 5. 

16.  Taxes  paid  by  defendant,  and  interest  on  a  mortgage  which 
plaintiff  by  his  contract  had  assumed, — Held,  allowable  to  the 
defendant  under  the  circumstances,  and  not  voluntarily  made,  as 
he  was  bound  to  protect  the  title.  Duffy  «.  Donovan^  62  if.  7"., 
684. 

Costs,  88.     . 

STATUTE. 

1.  Doubtful  language  in  a  statute,  not  sufficient  to  take  away  juris- 
diction of  State  courts.  Ct.  of  App.,  1878,  Cooke  «.  State  Nat. 
Bank  of  Boston,  62  JV.  F.,  96. 

2.  The  word  may  not  construed  as  shaUy  unless  the  context  shows 
such  intent,  or  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power.  People  ex  rel.  Dunkirk,  &c,  R.  R  Co.  «.  Batchellor,  68 
N,  T.,  128. 

8.  The  act  regulating  the  mode  of  impanneling  jurors  is  not  necessarily 
inapplicable  on  the  trial  of  offenses  perpetrated  prior  to  the  act. 
Ct.  ofApp.\  1873,  Stokes  f>.  People,  68  N,  F.,  164. 

STAY  OP  PROCEEDINGa 

The  court  ought  not  to  grant  an  extension  of  time  to  appear,  nor 
should  it  grant  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  the  application  of  a  de- 
fendant who  has  not  appeared  in  the  action.  Bragelmanv.  Bcrding, 
Antc^  22. 

Appbal,  16,  17,  18;  Costs,  81;  Injunction,  10,  11. 

STIPULATION. 

1.  Stipulations,  although  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  are  liable  to  be 
dealt  with  summarily  by  the  court,  so  long  as  the  parties  can  be 
restored  to  the  same  condition  in  which  they  would  have  been  had 
no  stipulation  been  made ;  and  the  court  have  power  to  set  a  stip- 
ulation aside  even  after  order  entered  thereon.  Ct.  of  App.,  1878^ 
Barry  fj.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  68  ^.  F.,  686. 

2.  Kotwithntanding  rule  16,  that  stipulations  of  counsel,  not  being  ixk 
writing,  are  void,  vrherz  an  oral  stipulation  or  representation  has> 
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been  acted  on,  the  party  making  it  is  not  permitted  to  restrict  an<^ 
take  advantage  of  acts  or  ominsions  of  his  adversary  thereby  in 
duced.  Such  stipulation  at  least  may  be  enforced  by  the  court  in 
its  discretion.  Ct,  of  App.^  People  v.  Stephens,  53  N,  F.,  306. 
3.  Under  an  order  of  the  court  extending  defendant's  time  to  answer, 
on  condition  that  he  signed  a  stipulation  to  take  short  notice  of 
trial,  and  that  the  date  of  issue  should  be  of  the  date  when  the 
answer  was  originally  due,  a  stipulation  to  that  effect  was  made, 
and  defendant  accepted  notice  of  trial,  and  the  cause  was  placed 
on  the  calendar  before  the  answer  was  served.  After  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term  the  answer  was  served,  but  no  affidavit  of  merits 
was  filed,  and  plaintiff  took  an  inquest  and  entered  judgment, 
Held^  that  the  judgment  Y^as  regularly  entered.  Burroughs  «.  Qar« 
rison,  Ante,  144. 

Appeal,  5. 

SUBMISSION. 

1.  Where  a  case  is  agreed  upon  and  submitted,  in  a  controversy, 
without  action,  under  section  372  of  Code  of  Procedure,  admissions 
contained  in  the  case  are  binding  on  the  parties  agreeing  to  it,  and 
although  there  may  appear  in  the  case  evidence  casting  doubt  on 
the  truth  of  the  matter  admitted,  it  will  be  presumed  that  there  is 
other  evidence  not  produced,  or  other  reasons  which  induced  the 
admission.     N,  Y,  Com.  Pl,^  1873,  Fearing  v.  Irwin,  4  Daly,  385. 

2.  If  the  admission  was  improvidently  made,  the  injured  party  has 
his  remedy  by  motion,  to  strike  out  or  amend  the  admission.     7^. 

SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  In  summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  lands,  where  the 
affidavit  is  made  by  the  agent  of  the  landlord,  the  fact  of  such 
agency  must  be  affirmatively  stated  in  the  affidavit.  It  is  not 
enough  that  it  is  stated  by  way  of  recital.  [4  Den.,  71 ;  7  Hill,  178; 
1  Den.,  66*5.]  1873,  People  v,  Johnson,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  it  C), 
578. 

2.  In  summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  lands,  an  appear- 
ance by  a  party  for  the  sole  purpose  of  objecting  to  the  jurisdicticm 
of  the  officer,  or  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  does  not  waive 
the  defects  in  the  proceedings  preliminary  to  such  appearance.  [4 
Den.,  71.]     Ih, 

3.  In  summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  land,  the  summons 
must  be  made  returnable  either  the  same  day  or  in  not  less  than 
three  days.  It  can  not  be  made  returnable  the  following  day.  1874, 
People  V,  Lane,  2  Supreme  Ct  {T.  d;  C),  522. 
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4.  A  summons  returnable  on  the  day  on  which  it  was  issued,  gives 
no  jurisdiction,  except  in  case  of  a  holding  over  by  a  tenant  after 
expiration  of  term.  [Laws  of  1868,  ch.  828,  §  1 ;  2  R.  S.,  503,  |  80.] 
Ct.  of  App.^  1878,  People  ex  rel,  Sheridan  v.  Andrews,  62  iV.  F., 
445. 

6.  The  redemption  of  premises  forfeited  by  the  issue  of  a  warrant  in 
summary  proceedings  can  not  be  effected  under  the  statute  [Law$  of 
1842,  ch.  240,  §  1]  by  anything  less  than  the  payment  of  all  the 
rent  in  arrear,  and  the  costs  and  charges.  Supreme  Ct,y  Sp^  T., 
1873,  Crawford  v.  Waters,  46  How,  Pr,^  210. 

6.  Such  required  payment  can  not  be  reduced  by  so  much  as  the  land* 
lord  may  have  received  for  rents  or  other  income,  or  benefit,  dur- 
ing the  period  of  the  landlord's  possession  subsequent  to  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  warrant.  He  can  only  be  called  upon  to  account 
after  a  redemption  under  the  statute  has  been  effected.  But  if  the 
landlord  has  accepted  payment  of  a  less  sum,  an  accounting  may 
be  had  to  ascertain  whether  there  has  been  a  waiver.     lb. 

Lease. 

SUNDAY. 

The  statute  does  not  forbid  society  meetings  on  Sunday,  nor  the  ser- 
vice at  a  Sunday  meeting  of  notice  to  attend  another  meeting.  Su- 
preme Ct.y  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Corrigan  v.  Father  Matthew  Benev. 
Society,  65  Barb,^  857. 

SUPERIOR  CITY  COURTS. 

L  Execution  issued  out  of  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York 
will  be  set  aside,  on  motion,  if*  it  appears  that  defendant  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  city,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  action  was  one 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  defined  in  Landers  v,  Statcn 
Island  R.  R.,  Co.,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N,  5.,  346.  Noe  v.  Christie,  Ante^  846. 

2.  Under  the  superior  city  courts  act  of  1873,  the  New  York  superior 
court  has  authority  to  issue  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  restrain  an  in- 
ferior court.  N.  Y.  Superior  CL,  Sp,  2*.,  1878,  Norton  «.  Dowling, 
46  How,  Pr,,  7. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  In  a  proceeding  to  examine  a  third  person,  alleged  to  have  property 
of  the  debtor  or  to  be  indebted  to  him,  it  is  not  essential,  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction,  that  the  affidavit  should  be  positive,  or  give  evi- 
dence of  such  property  or  indebtedness;  an  affidavit  on  information 
and  belief  is  sufficien*-,  at  least  to  confer  jurisdiction.  Ct  oj  App.^ 
1873,  Miller  9.  Adams,  52  N,  ¥.,  409. 
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2.  Where  the  affidavit,  on  which  to  obtain  an  order  for  examination^ 
ia  made  by  an  attorney  of  the  judgment  creditor,  proof  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  attorney  is  not  essential  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the 
judge.     Ih. 

8.  Proof  of  failure  of  the  debtor  or  third  person,  to  appear  before 
the  judge  at  the  specified  time  and  place  for  examination,  need  not 
be  made  by  affidavit.  It  9eemSj  that  the  judge  may  take  judicial 
cognizance  of  the  failure,  to  appear.     7ft. 

4.  A  creditor  in  supplementary  proceedings,  who  neglects  to  adjourn 
or  extend  the  proceedings  after  examination  of  the  debtor  has  been 
had,  thereby  allows  the  proceedings  to  drop,  and  can  not  subse- 
quently, without  notice  to  the  debtor,  compel  a  witness  to  appear 
and  testify.     Thomas  v.  Kircher,  Ante.  843. 

5.  Insurance  moneys  on  household  furniture  (in  this  case  two  hundred 
dollars)  can  not  be  reached,  during  a  reasonable  time  to  allow  the 
debtor  to  replace  the  exempt  articles.  Supreme  CX,  Sp.  7*.,  1878^ 
Cooney  «.  Cooney,  65  Bcn^.j  624. 

8UPREMB  COURT. 

Power  to  investigate  the  necessity  of  a  local  improvement  on  applica- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  conmiissioners.  Matter  of  Fowler,  58 
N.  r.,  60. 

SURROGATES'  COURTS. 

1.  The  surrogate  can  not  allow  the  testimony  and  proceedings  on  an 
application  for  probate  to  be  withdrawn  from  his  court,  on  aban- 
donment of  the  proceedings  by  the  proponent.  Matter  of  Greeley's 
Will,  Ante,  898. 

2.  Nor  can  the  court,  on  consent  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  an  infant, 
or  his  counsel,  refuse  or  allow  probate  without  formal  proof  and  an 
actual  decision  upon  the  merits.     lb, 

8.  The  decided  testimony  of  testatrix's  physician,  whose  opinion  was 
formed  from  her  condition  and  not  from  conversations  with  her, 
and  who  had  not  seen  her  frequently,  against  her  mental  capacity, 
while  the  testimony  of  another  physician,  whose  opinion  was 
formed  from  a  statement  of  the  case,  was  unqualifiedly  in  favor  of 
it,  as  was  the  evidence  of  lay  witnesses,  whose  intercourse  was 
frequent,  and  who  were  witnesses  to  the  codicil,  though  evidently 
colored  and  showing  bias, — Held^  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  re- 
jection of  the  codicil  by  the  surrogate.  The  question  was  a  proper 
one  for  a  jury,  and  a  feigned  issue  was  accordingly  awarded  on 
appeal.     Supreme  Ct,,  1873,  Crolius  v.  Stark,  7  Lan$.,  8U. 
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4.  A  surrogate  can  only  award  taxable  costs  to  litigants.  It  is  error 
to  allow  a  sum  in  gross  to  the  counsel  of  the  prosecuting  party. 
Ct.  o/App.y  1873,  Reed  v.  Reed,  52  N.  T.,  651. 

5.  The  review  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  decision  of  the  surrogate 
upon  the  probate  of  a  will,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  rehearing  in  equity 
[34  N.  y.,  190;  22  Id.,  420],  and  the  rule  in  such  cascs.is,  that  if 
the  facts  established  by  legal  and  competent  evidence  are  sufficient 
to  uphold  the  decree,  it  will  be  sustained,  if  substantial  justice  has 
been  done,  though,  technically,  evidence  was  improperly  admitted 
or  rejected.     1873,  Harper  v.  Harper,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  dt  C),  351. 

6.  Appeals  from  these  courts  are  not  regulated  by  the  Code.  Howland 
V,  Taylor,  53  N.  F.,  627.     • 

7.  Where,  upon  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  a  surrogate,  it  appears 
that  all  the  evidence  is  not  before  the  appellate  court,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  there  was  evidence  to  sustain  the  decision,  and  it 
will  be  affirmed.  1873,  McKinstry  v,  Sanders,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  Je 
C),  181. 

8.  Where  the  decree  of  a  surrogate  has  been  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court,  upon  appeal,  and  remitted  by  that  court  for  further  proceed- 
ings, the  surrogate  can  not  open  the  decree  and  grant  a  rehearing 
for  alleged  error  in  law,  but  must  give  effect  to  the  judgment  of 
the  appellate  court.  Ct,  of  App,^  1878,  Reed  v.  Reed,  52  N.  F., 
654. 

9.  Surrogates'  courts  have  power  to  issue  attachments  to  punish  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  for  a  breach  of  their  trust.  Timpson's 
Estate,  Ante^  230. 

10.  The  case  of  the  Matter  of  Watson,  3  Lans,^  408,  explained  and 
qualified.     lb, 

TAXES. 

1.  The  confficting  cases  in  reference  to  the  personal  liability  of  tax  as- 
sessors reviewed,  and  the  distinction  declared  to  be  that  when  the 
officers  have  power  to  act,  but  err  in  the  exercise  of  the  power, — as 
when  the  person  and  the  property  are  taxable  within  the  statute, 
but  they  misjudge  as  to  ^A«  f>alue  or  other  ground  of  a  partial  ex- 
emption, the  assessors  arc  not  liable  in  damages.  But  where  tiicy 
have  no  power  to  act,  as  where  they  assess  either  a  person  who  is 
not  one  within  their  jurisdiction,  or  assess  property  of  a  nature 
which  the  statute  exempts,  they  act  without  jurisdiction,  and  their 
decision  that  they  have  jurisdiction  does  not  aid  them,  but  they  are 
liable  in  damages.  Ct.  of  App.^  1873,  National  Bank  of  Chemung 
«.  City  of  Elmira,  53  N.  F.,  49;  reversing  6  Lane.y  116. 

2.  Relief  of  lessee  from  non-payment  of   taxes,  and  in  what  cases 
granted.    Giles  t,  Austin,  34  N,  Y,  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jonee  dt  S,)y  171. 
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8.  Rolling  stock  of  a  railroad, — Hdd^  pcrHonal  property  leriable  foi 
payment  of  a  tax.     Randall  «.  Elwell,  52  N.  F.,  521. 

4.  Proceedings  to  compel  repayment  of  illegal  tax.  Matter  of  Far- 
mers' National  Bank  of  Hudson,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  <k  C),  383. 

Constitutional  Law,   2;    Injunction,    12;    MuNiciFAii  Cobpoba- 

TiONB,  8,  4;  Parties,  47. 

TRIALS. 

1.  Where  defendant  pleads  a  fact,  both  as  bar  and  as  a  counter  claim, 
if  it  can  not  avail  as  both,  he  is  entitled  to  elect  at  the  trial,  even 
after  he  finds  the  fact  unavailable  in  one  aspect.  1878,  Alger  9. 
Vanderpoel,  84  N,  F.  Superior  Ct  (2  Jones  d  S,\  101. 

2.  A  complaint  by  several  plaintiffs  should  not  be  dismissed  at  the 
trial,  on  motion  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs,  if  either 
has  a  good  cause  of  action.  The  motion  should  be  for  dismissal  as 
to  the  one  in  whom  no  right  of  action  appears.  Ct.  of  App,y  1873, 
SimartJ.  Canaday,  53  iV:    F,  298. 

8.  Misjoinder  of  actions,  or  variance  from  summons,  not  ground  of  ob- 
jection at  trial.     Leach  v.  Leach,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  Jb  C),  657. 

4.  An  action  was  begun  against  three  defendants,  copartners,  who 
appeared  by  a  firm  of  attorneys,  and  served  a  joint  answer.  Sub- 
sequently one  of  defendants'  attorneys  died,  and  the  other  acted  for 
said  defendants,  but  served  no  notice  of  substitution.  Two  of  the 
defendants  subsequently  compromised  and  settled  their  proportion 
of  the  joint  liability,  and  received  a  release  and  discharge  from  the 
plaintiff.  Plaintiff's  attorney  served  a  notice  of  trial  on  defendants' 
surviving  attorney,  who  admitted  service.  Upon  the  back  of  the 
notice  of  trial  was  indorsed  ^^  You  will  also  take  notice  that  no  per- 
sonal claim  is,  or  will  be  made  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  as  against 
defendants  D.  or  P.,  who  have  compromised,  either  for  damages  or 
costs,  and  that  judgment  will  be  demanded  only  as  against  the  de- 
fendant S.  for  the  amount  of  damages  and  costs  for  which  he  may  be 
liable."  Heldy  regular  as  to  all.  Supreme  Ct.,  Sp,  T,,  1873,  bax- 
ton  V.  Dodge,  46  How,  Pr.,  407. 

5.  And  where,  upon  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  defendants  appear  and 
announce  that  they  appear,  oulj  for  the  defendants  who  have  com- 
promised, and  object  to  the  inquest  as  to  them,  putting  in  evidence 
only  the  notice  of  trial,  and  judgment  is  rendered  against  all  fur 
the  full  amount  claimed,  the  proceedings  and  judgments  are  regular 
as  to  all.     I\ 

6.  Where  the  facts  stated  in  a  complaint  upon  a  money  demand  on 
contract  are  admitted,  and  nothing  is  required  to  be  doa**  to  entitle 
plaintiff  to  a  complete  judgment  in  his  favor,  but  a  mere  compu- 
tation of  interest  on  the  demand  for  the  period  claimed,  defendant^ 
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upon  an  affinnative  defense  set  up  in  his  answer,  has  the  right  to 
open  and  close.  If,  Y,  Com,  PL  1873,  Brcnnan  «.  Security,  &c. 
Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly,  296. 

7.  Where  a  fact  is  immaterial  unless  connection  with  a  party  is  proved, 
an  offer  to  prove  the  fact,  and  subsequently  to  give  proof  of  such 
connection,  may  be  refused,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Games 
V,  Piatt,  AnU:,  337. 

8.  If  an  answer,  setting  up  failure  of  title  by  adjudication  of  for- 
feiture under  the  internal  revenue  act,  is  defective,  in  not  sufficiently 
stating  the  acts  by  which  the  forfeiture  was  incurred,  objection 
must  be  taken  at  the  trial,  so  that  it  may  be  amended.  Ct,  o/App,, 
1873,  McKnight  v,  Devlin,  52  K  F.,  399. 

9.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  by  a  railroad 
accident,  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  a  patent  brake  was  in  use  on 
other  railroads  which  was  not  used  by  defendants.     The  court  said 

'  that  if  defendants  should  give  evidence  as  to  distances  and  speed 
which  would  make  the  use  of  the  brake  material,  plaintiff  would 
be  allowed  to  recall  the  witness.  Ileldy  that  the  fair  meaning  was 
that  in  such  case  plaintiff  might  go  into  evidence  on  those  points 
not  being  restricted  to  a  single  witness.  Supreme  Ct.y  1873,  Costello 
«.  Syracuse,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  Barb,,  92. 

10.  Great  latitude  should  be  allowed  on  cross-examination;  and  unless 
matters  proposed  to  be  proved  are  clearly  incompetent,  they  should 
be  received,  or  a  new  trial  be  granted  for  their  exclusion,  unless  the 
court  can  say  that  the  party  offering  could  not  have  been  injured  by 
the  rejection  of  the  evidence.  Supreme  Ct,,  1873,  Qarfield  fj.  Eirk, 
65  Barb.,  464. 

11.  A  referee  should  decide  the  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence when  the  evidence  is  offered,  so  that  the  parties  may  govern 
themselves  accordingly.  He  can  not  reserve  the  question  and  de- 
cide it  on  the  final  disposition  of  the  cause.  Supreme  Ct.,  1878, 
Wagener  c.  Finch,  65  Barb.,  493;  S.  C,  as  Waggoner  «.  Finch,  1 
Suprem^i  Ct,  {T,  Jc  C),  145. 

12.  Dower  is  unquestionably  a  strict  legal  right,  and  when  the  right 
is  controverted,  even  in  an  equitable  action  for  admeasurement, 
the  question  of  right  must  be  tried  by  a  a  jury.  [2  Bro.,  633;  2  Ves. 
Jr.,  128;  Parks  on  Dower,  329;  5  Johns.  Ch.,  488;  4  Kent  Com., 
72;  4  Paige,  100;  36  N.  Y.,  572;  44  Id.,  553.]  1873,  Kinne  v,  Kinne 
[No.  2],  2  Supreme  Ct.,  (T.  d  C),  393. 

13.  The  court  at  special  term,  after  trying  an  equity  case  which 
remains  in  its  hands  under  advisement,  has  power  of  its  own  mo- 
tion to  direct  certain  issues  therein  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  [Code,  § 
254;  51  N.  Y.,  43;  12  Barb.,  385;  52  N.  Y.,  47;  8  Paige,  455;  16 
How.,  297;   Clarke,  580;  22  Wend.,  536;  Bainondist.  Ch.,  90;   2 
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Hare,  218;  4  Id.,  827;  12  CI.  &  P.,  883;  10  Yea.,  495;  6  CU  &  F., 
232;  McCl.  &  Y.,  436;  1  Russ.  &  Myl.,  547;  6  CI.  &  P.  App.  Cm., 
582].     1874,  Brinkley  v,  Brinkley,  2  Supreme  Ct,  (T.  S  C.\  601. 
4.  The  Code  has  not  changed  the  former  practice  as  to  a  feigned 
issue,  except  so  far  as  to  substitute  a  simple  interrogatory  for  the 
legal  fiction  of  a  wager.     Ih, 
15.  When  a  specific  question  of  fact  only,  is  ordered  to  be  tried  by  a 
jury,  it  is  not  a  trial  of  the  issue  by  jury.    The  facts  found  by  the 
jnry  must  be  approred  by  the  court  before  they  are  made  the  bases 
of  a  judgment,  and  if  approved  they  become,  by  adoption,  the  find- 
ings of  the  court.     These  findings  should  be  specified  in  the  state-  ^ 
ment  required  by  section  267,  together  with  other  facts  found  by  the 
court  witliout  the  intervention  of  a  jury.     Ct,  of  App.y  1873,  Vcr- 
milyea  «.  Palmer,  52  JV.  7.,  471. 

6.  A  party  does  not  lose  his  right  to  a  jury  trial  by  appearing  and 
proceeding  under  a  compulsory  order  of  reference.  [8  Barb.,  282.] 
1874,  Brink  t>.  Republic  Pire  Ins.  Co.,  2  Bvpreme  Ct.{T,  d;  C),  550. 

17.  Where  a  complaint  has  been  dismissed  as  to  defendants  who 
would  be  necessary  parties  if  any  equitable  relief  were  to  be  granted 
in  the  action,  and  but  a  single  issue  is  to  be  tried,  and  that  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  the  cause  will  be  stricken  from  the  special 
term  calendar,  and  sent  to  the  circuit  for  trial.  'Supreme  Ct,y  1873, 
Vose  V.  Plorida  R.  R.  Co.,  46  Haw.  Pr.,  424. 

18.  A  sheriff  has  no  right  to  summon  talesmen  in  an  action  to  which 
he  is  a  party.  [5  Johns.,  188.]  1878,  Howe  r.  Brundage,  1  Supreme 
Ot,  {T,&  C),  429. 

19.  In  the  examination  of  contested  questions  of  fact,  the  anus  pro- 
bandi  may,  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  be  thrown  from  one  party  to 
the  other  several  times,  as  the  complexion  of  the  proof  may  change. 
[5  Greenl.,  211.]  And  the  test  is  to  consider  which  party  would 
be  successful  if  no  more  evidence  were  given.  [1  Phil,  on  Ev.,  812.] 
[Per  Potter,  J.]  1873,  People  ex  rel.  Judson  v.  Thacher,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  {T.  &  C),  158. 

20.  The  rule  that  in  actions  for  negligence  all  questions  of  fact  as  to 
which  there  is  any  conflict  of  evidence  must  be  submitted  to  the 
jury,— reiterated.  1873,  McGrath  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  &  Hudson  River 
R.  R.  Co.,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  248. 

21.  In  an  action  for  damages  caused  by  nuisance,  and  to  restrain  such 
nuisance,  defendant  demanded  and  obtained  a  trial  by  jury.    Plain- 

.tiff"  had  a  verdict  for  twenty- five  dollars.  The  court,  upon  the 
evidence  given  before  the  jury,  found  the  facts  relating  to  the 
equitable  questions  in  the  case,  and  ordered  judgment  for  a  per- 
petual injunction,  and  for  twenty-five  dollars  damages.  Edd^  error. 
The  action  was  not  triable  by  a  jury,  because  it  was  of  an  equitable 
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nature;  otb^^rwise,  in  a  legal  action  brought  in  place  of  the  old  writ 
of  nuisance.     1873,  Parker  tj.  Laney,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T,  dk  C),  690. 

22.  After  verdict,  the  court  could  not,  without  consent  of  the  parties, 
find  the  fact  by  which  the  right  of  equitable  relief  to  the  plaintifT 
was  to  be  determined.  The  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside,  but  a  new 
trial  of  the  right  to  equitable  relief  must  be  had.     lb, 

f^.  On  the  trial  of  questions  of  fact  by  a  jury  in  an  equitable  action, 
the  rules  of  equity  govern  the  admission  of  evidence.  Supreme  Ct,y 
1872,  Brown  v,  Clifford,  7  Lan9.,  46. 

24.  Rule  40  of  the  supreme  court, — ^providing  that  when  a  feigned 
issue  has  been  had  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  question  the 
rulings  on  the  trial  at  the  final  hearing  or  subsequently,  unless  be 
has  moved  for  a  new  trial, — does  not  preclude  the  court  on  the  final 
hearing  from  rejecting  the  verdict  and  ordering  a  new  trial,  on  Its 
own  motion,  or  from  deciding  the  question  of  fact  for  itself.     75. 

25.  In  an  action  for  slander,  after  the  court  has  determined  that  the 
communication  is  privileged,  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  it  has  been  shown  that  defendant  was  actuated  by  express 
malice.  [46  N.  Y.,  431;  16  Id.,  375.]  1872,  Clapp  v,  Devlin,  85  N. 
T,  Superior  Ct  (3  Jones  d:  8,\  170. 

26.  In  the  trial  of  an  action  for  damages  for  an  eviction,  it  is  error 
to  allow  evidence  as  to  the  difference  between  the  rent  of  the  de- 
mised premises  and  those  to  which  plaintiff  removed,  without  it 
first  appearing  in  evidence  what  was  the  situation,  convenience, 
and  equality  of  accommodation  of  the  premises  removed  to,  as  com- 
pared with  the  demised  premises,  and  in  case  the  eviction  was  not 
forcible  nor  sudden,  that  plaintiff  had  made  diligent  efforts  to  get 
suitable  premises  of  as  good  class,  at  the  same  rent,  and  failed. 
N.  T.  Com.  PL,  1871,  Doucker  v,  Simon,  4  Daly,  53. 

27.  The  salutary  rule  that  a  party  must  exhaust  his  evidence  before 
resting,  may  be  disregarded  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  1878, 
Simmons  c.  Lyons,  35  JV.  7.  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  tfe  S.)y  554. 

28.  The  rule  that  a  general  motion,  specifying  no  grounds  for  a  non- 
'  suit,  is  unavailable  to  raise  an  exception  [37  N.  Y.;  526;  49  Id., 

583], —reiterated.  1878,  Jennings  v.  Whittcmore,  2  Supreme  Ct.  {T. 
A  C),  377. 

29.  The  objection  that  plaintiff  ha?  a  remedy  at  law  can  not  be  made 
at  the  hearing  if  not  set  up  in  the  answer.    [6  N.  Y.,  147.]    lb. 

80.  The  rule  that  a  court  of  equity  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter,  and  being  competent  to  give  relief,  will  retain  a  cause  for 
all  purposes  [2 Paige,  509;  8  Id.,  818;  11  Id.,  596],— reiterated,   lb. 

81.  The  rule  applicable  to  motions  for  nonsuit,  that  requires  defendant 
to  specify  objections  which,  if  specified  at  the  time,  could  be  obvi 
ated  by  proof,  is  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  defendant  who  becomes 
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actor  in  seeking  to  enforce  a  counter-claim.  Plaintiff  can  not  avail 
himself,  on  appeal,  of  the  objection  that  there  was  no  specific  proof 
of  damages,  unless  the  objection  was  taken  at  the  trial,  so  that 
defendant  might  have  fupplied  the  defect.  Ct.  of  App.,  1873, 
Isham  V.  Davidson,  53  N.  F.,  237. 

82.  Plaintiff  brought  trespass  for  breaking  his  close  and  causing 
damage.  Defendant  proved  title  in  himself  and  easement  in  plain- 
tiff, and  the  complaint  was  dismissed.  Eeld,  since  the  action  was 
for  trespass,  and  no  motion  to  amend,  the  discretion  of  the  judge  in 
dismissing  the  complaint  was  not  unwarranted.  1874,  Birdsall  v, 
Willianis,  2  Supreme  Ct,  {T,  d  C),  605. 

83.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance, 
plaintiffs  swear  to  their  loss  at  a  certain  fixed  sum,  and  defendants 
introduce  circumstantial  evidence  to  show  that  it  could  not'  have 
been  more  than  a  certain  smaller  sum,  it  seemSf  the  referee  or  jury  is 
not  bound  to  adopt  either  estimate,  but  may  give  a  verdict  for  an 
intermediate  sum, — and  Held,  if  it  is  an  error,  it  is  one  of  which 
plaintiff  alone  can  complain.  iV.  Y.  Corn,  PL^  1871,  Unger  t>.  Peo- 
ple's Fire  Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly^  96. 

84.  Where  two  different  rules  for  measuring  damages  exist,  a  party 
may  give  evidence  tending  to  establish  the  amount  according  to 
either  rule,  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  select  that  rule  which  is  most 
just  in  the  particular  case.  1973,  Cook  tj.  Soule,  1  Supreme  Ct,  (T. 
d:  C),  116;  said  to  have  been  affirmed  in  Ct.  qfApp.^2  Id.^  iv. 

85.  Requests  to  charge  mu3t  be  presented  in  hearing  of  the  opposite 
counsel,  and  before  the  jury  leaves  the  box.  1872,  Tinkham  t. 
Thomas,  34  N.  T,  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  &  S,\  236. 

86.  The  judge  is  not  bound  to  repeat  in  his  charge  what  he  has,  in 
effect,  distinctly  charged  ;  and  it  is  not  error  to  refuse  a  request  so 
to  do.     1873,  Barber  v.  Marble,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  d  C),  114. 

37.  In  an  action  against  a  ferryman  for  damages,  an  instruction  to  the 
jury  that  it  was  defendant's  duty  to  have  put  up  proper  and  neces- 
sary barriers  to  save  the  owners  of  property  on  his  boat  from  the 
casualties  to  which  it  might  from  its  na{;ure  be  possibly  subjected, 
may  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  context,  and  at  any  rate  is 
not  available  as  error  unless  the  particular  point  was  excepted  to. 
Ct.  o/App.,  1873,  Wyckoff  tj.  Queens  Co.  Ferry  Co.,  52  N.  F.,  32. 

88.  Proper  terms  of  charge  in  reference  to  fraudulent  assignment  of 
chattels.     Cohen  v.  Kelly,  35  iV.  T,  Superior  Ct.  (3  Jones  &  8,),  42. 

89.  —  In  action  for  running  over  foot  passengers  at  a  railroad  station. 
Maginnis  v.  N.  Y.  Central  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  52  N,  T.,  215. 

40.  —  In  actions  for  injuries  to  horse  by  falling  through  defective 
pier.     Clancy  d.  Byrne,  65  Barb,y  844. 

41.  Where  the  charge  to  the  jury  ignored  the  testimony  for  the  de^ 
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''  fense,  and  defendant's  counsel  objected  without  requesting  a  charge 
upon  his  testimony,  he  can  get  no  benefit  from  his  exception.  Su- 
preme Ct.,  1878,    Magoveming  f>.  Staples,  7  Lang.,  145. 

42.  The  presiding  justice  at  a  trial  by  jury,  after  directing  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff,  may  still  reserve  the  case  for  future  consideration  under 
section  264  of  the  Code.  Ct.  o/App.,  1873,  Shellicgton  «.  Howland, 
53  N,  r.,  871. 

43.  Where,  after  commencement  of  a  trial  by  jury,  the  jury  are,  by  con- 
sent of  counsel,  directed  to  find  on  specific  questions^  and,  after  the 
verdict  on  those  que3tion8,  the  cause  is  determined  by  the  court  with- 
out further  aid  from  the  jury,  the  trial  is  to  be  deemed  a  trial  by  the 
court  without  jury.  Such  consent  waives  previous  requests  to  charge ; 
and  the  verdict  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  special  verdict  within  section 
261  of  the  Code.  The  proceeding  is  not  a  mistrial,  but  has  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  facts  found  by  the  jury  had  been  admitted  by 
the  pleadings  or  by  stipulation.  Ct.  of  App,,  1873,  Can  v.  Carr, 
52  N,  7.,  251;  aflBrming  4  Zan*. ,  814. 

44.  The  complaint  on  a  note  alleged  that  plaintiff  had  sold  a  thing 
pledged  as  security,  and  applied  the  proceeds.  The  answer,  ad- 
mitting the  sale,  alleged  that  it  was  tortious,  because  made  without 
demand,  and  charged  plaintiff  with  conversion.  Held^  that  defen- 
dant might  have  objected  at  the  trial  that  plaintiff  was  precluded 
from  showing  that  at  the  sale  the  thing  pledged  was  bid  in  by  him- 
self; but  not  having  taken  the  objection  he  waived  his  right,  and 
that  a  finding,  irrespective  of  the  pleadings,  that  there  was  no  con- 
version, was  proper.  Ct,  of  App,,  1873,  Bryan  tj.  Baldwin,  52  N.  F., 
232;  affirming  7  Lana.,  174. 

45.  It  seems^  that  the  objection  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight 
of  evidence  is  not  waived  by  omitting  to  ask  that  a  verdict  be  di- 
rected, where  the  party  subsequently  moves  for  a  new  trial  on  a 
case  and  exceptions.     Cames  v,  Piatt,  Ante^  387. 

46.  The  decision  in  this  case,  reported  in  1  Sweeny^  145,— explained, 
and  the  report  corrected.     Ih. 

47.  The  verdict  is  not  unalterable  when  entered  in  the  clerk's 
minutes,  even  where  it  was  brought  in  sealed,  if  the  jury,  on  being 
polled,  dissent.  The  true  rule  is,  that  after  the  verdict  has  been 
received  and  entered,  arMi  the  jury  has  been  dismissed^  they  have  not 
the  power  to  reassemble  and  alter  the  verdict.  [16  Serg.  &  R.,  414.  J 
Before  they  have  been  dismissed  from  their  relation  to  the  case  as 
jurors,  their  power  remains  to  alter  the  verdict  so  as  to  conform  it 
to  their  real  and  unanimous  intent.  Where  they  brought  in  a  sealed 
verdict  for  six  thousand  dollars,  and  on  being  polled  did  not  agree 
as  to  interest,  and  were  allowed  to  retire  and  bring  in  a  new  verdict 
for  seven  thousand  dollars, — Held,  that  the  latter  verdict  was  regular. 
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Ct.  of  App.,  1878,   Warner  v.  N.   Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  52  jf. 

r.,  487. 
48.  The  rules  that,  on  a  general  verdict  for  plaintiff,  necessaiy  facts 

are  presumed  to  haye  been  found  in  his  favor,  and  that  if  there  was 

no  request  to  charge  nor  exception  to  the  charge,  every  intendment 

ifl  in  favor  of  the  jury, — applied.     1878,  Morphy  e.  Lippe,  35  if.  T. 

Superior  Ct  (3  Jones  dk  8,\  542. 

48.  Where  four  persons  are  jointly  indicted  for  felony,  three  of  tbeei 
have  no  right  to  require  that  the  fourth  shall  be  tried  jointly  with 
*them.     [19  Wend.,  877;  1  Gray,  560.]     1878,  Armsby  «.  People,  2 
Supreme  Ct,  {T,  &  (7.),  157. 

50.  Two  offenses  were  charged  in  an  indictment  for  seduction  nnder 
promise  of  marriage,  one  laid  July  2,  the  other  August  10.  BeXd^ 
not  error  to  refuse  to  compel  the  prosecution  to  elect  upon  which 
count  to  proceed.  [8  Hill,  159.]  1878,  Cook  v.  People,  2  Supreme 
Ct.{T.&  (7.),  404. 

61.  If  it  does  not  appear  that  the  accused,  if  innocent,  has  it  in  hiit 
power  to  produce  evidence  controverting  or  explaining  the  testi- 
mony against  him,  except  by  his  own  omission  to  testify  in  his  own 
behalf,  the  court  is  bound  to  charge,  if  requested,  that  the  failure 
of  the  prisoner  to  produce  any  evidence  is  not  to  be  considered  by 
the  jury.  [24  Wend.,  520.]  CU  of  App.,  1878,  Ormsby  «.  People,  53 
N.  r.,  472. 

52.  The  act  of  Laws  of  1872,  ch.  745,  providing  that  a  juror's  opinion 
or  impression  in  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case  or  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  prisoner,  &c.,  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  of 
challenge  for  principal  cause  if  he  can  render  an  impartial  verdict, 
and  if  the  court  are  satisfied  that  he  does  not  entertain  such  a 
present  opinion  as  would  influence  his  verdict, — ^is  not  unconstitu- 
tional. The  legislature  has  power  to  regulate  the  mode  of  procuring 
and  impanncling  a  jury,  provided  care  is  taken  to  preserve  the  right 
of  trial  by  an  impartial  jury.  Ct,  of  App,  ^  1878,  Stokes  v.  People, 
58  N.  r.,  164. 

58.  Proper  terms  of  charge  as  to  class  of  homicide.     Ih, 
AifSNDHEi^T ;  Appeal,  22,  25,  26,  80;  Depositionb;  Excsftiorb; 

TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  The  court  can  not  remove  executors  who  are  grantees  of  a  benefi- 
cial and  irrevocable  power  in  trust,  merely  on  the  ground  of  their 
non-residence,  or  poverty,  or  inability  to  agree  in  settling  their  ac- 
counts; nor  can  the  court  require  them  to  give  security  under  pen- 
alty of  forfeiting  the  estate.  But  it  may  compel  them  to  execute 
the  power  in  a  proper  case,  and  when  so  doing,  may  require  the 
money  to  be  paid  into  court  either  absolutely,  or  in  case  of  theii 
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'*  failure  to  give  security  for  its  distribution.  Supreme  CL,  1878,  Van 
Boskerkv.  Herrick,  65  Barh.j  350. 

2.  A  sole  resident  acting  trustee,  in  the  long-continued  absence  abroad 
of  his  co-trustee,  has  the  right  to  receive  the  money  due  on  a  mort- 
gage, and  to  execute  a  satisfaction  piece.  JV.  T.  Superior  Ct,^  8p.  '^,, 
1873,  People  ex  rel,  Adams  v,  Sigel,  46  Hovi,  Pr.^  151. 

8.  Compensation  of  trustees,  if  provided  for  by  the  instrument,  witii- 
out  defining  the  amount,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  court  in  view 
of  the  services,  and  is  not  limited  by  the  statute  relating  to  execu- 
tors.    Ct.  of  App,,  1878,  Matter  of  Schell,  68  K  T.,  263. 

4.  Under  our  statute,  upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  an 
express  trust,  such  trust  estate  does  not  descend  to  bis  heirs  nor  pass 
to  his  personal  representatives;  but, if  unexecuted,  it  vests  in  the 
supreme  court.     Carrere  v.  Spofford,  Ante^  47. 

Costs,  18,  19,  20 ;  Court  of  Afpeals,  5 ;  Cbeditor's  Suit,  1 ;  1th 
JU190TI0N,  18;  Limitations,  18;  Pabties,  49-51. 

TURNPIKES, 
Remedy  for  want  of  repair.     Suydam  «.  Smith,  52  JV.  F.,  888. 

UNDERTAKING. 

1.  A  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  personal  property  is  not  estop- 
ped, by  execution  and  delivery  of  the  undertaking,  from  showing 
the  true  amount  and  value  of  the  goods  taken  by  the  sheriff  and  re- 
delivered to  him,  especially  if  neither  plaintifTs  affidavit  nor  the 
recitals  in  the  undertaking  are  sufficiently  definite  to  show  the  ac- 
tual value  or  to  properly  identify  the  quantity.  iV.  T.  Superior  Ot.^ 
1878,  Talcott  t>.  Belding,  46  Uow.  Pr,^    419. 

2.  In  cases  of  this  character  the  execution  must  particularly  describe 
the  property.  ^*  Two  hundred  dozen  shirts  and  drawers,  or  there- 
abouts ;"  **  forty  dozen  jackets,  more  or  less,"  is  not  such  descrip- 
tion as  the  law  requires,    [Code,  %  289,  subd.  4;  18  Wend.,  497.]    lb, 

8.  A  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  for  claim  and  delivery  of  personal  property, 
who  has  failed  to  prosecute  his  action,  for  the  sole  reason  that  the 
.  justice  before  whom  the  action  was  to  be  tried  was  absent,  is  not 
liable  on  the  undertiiking  given  in  the  action  for  a  failure  to  proft- 
ecute  the  same.  [29  Barb.,  472 ;  23  N.  Y.,  148.]  1873,  Pierce  •. 
Hardee,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  dt  C,\  657. 

4.  It  uema,  that  by  giving  an  undertaking  and  taking  the  property 
plaintiff  obtains  the  mere  right  of  possession,  and  as  soon  aa  the 
action  falls  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  possession.  [6  Hill,  560;  5 
Denio,  21.]     Ih. 

5.  Undertaking  not  a  deed  within  the  rules  as  to  estoppel.  Talcott  «. 
Belding,  46  Uow,  iV.,  419. 

Affeal,  46;  Attachment,  6-9;  Distbiot  Coubt,  1. 
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UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 

By  threat  to  send  basband  and  son-in-law  of  women  to  States  prison. 
IngersoU  «.  Roe,  65  Barl,  846. 

USURY. 

1.  By  1  Laws  of  1870,  cb.  163  (7  Edm.  Stat,  663),  tlie  usury  law  of 
tbis  State  is  in  effect  repealed  as  to  State  banks  organized  under 
the  banking  law  of  1838.  Farmers'  Bank  of  Fayetteville  v.  Hale, 
Ante,  276. 

S.  Tbe  usury  law  (1  B,  8,  773,  S  5)  declared  tbat  all  securities,  &c., 
whereon  there  should  be  reserved  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than 
that  above  described  [7  per  cent.],  should  be  void.  The  act  of  1870, 
as  to  banking  associations,  provided  that  they  might  take  seven  per 
cent,  in  advance,  and  declared  that  their  knowingly  receiving  a 
greater  rate  should  be  held  and  adjudged  a  forfeiture  of  the  entire 
rate  of  interest;  and  repealed  all  inconsistent  provisions.  Held, 
tbat  the  forfeiture  of  the  whole  debt  was  inconsistent  with  forfeit- 
ure of  interest  merely,  and  was  repealed  thereby  in  respect  to  snch 
banks  as  lenders.     I  b, 

8.  Such  a  bank,  by  receiving  more  than  seven  per  cent,  interest,  only 
forfeits  the  entire  interest,  and  may  recover  the  principal.     lb. 

4.  The  right  to  recover  back  money  paid  for  a  loan  in  excess  of  legal 
interest  is  not  limited  to  the  borrower.  The  injury  done  by  the 
usurer  is  an  injury  to  the  estate  of  the  borrower;  and  the  right  to 
recover  back  the  amount  of  interest  in  excess  of  the  legal  rate 
passes  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.     Wheelock  v,  Lee,  Ante,  24. 

5.  Section  3  of  the  title  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  relation  to  ''the 
interest  of  money  "  is  remedial,  not  penal.     lb. 

Conflict  of  Laws,  8;  Dkhasd,  2;  Ikjunction,  9. 

VARIANCE. 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  the  promise  was  laid 
March  15,  1869,  and  various  times  prior  thereto  in  the  years  1868 
and  1869,  and  evidence  of  a  promise  in  1866  was  admitted,  under 
objection.  Heldy  it  not  appearing  that  defendant  was  misled  to  his 
prejudice,  it  was  not  material,  [Code,  §  1^9.]  1873,  Fowler  c. 
Martin,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  db  C),  877. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Claim  for  deficiency  in  quantity  of  land,  and  remedy  therefor.  Mar- 
dock  V.  Gilchrist,  52  N.  T.,  242. 
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WAIVER. 

rhe  assent  of  a  party  to  a  statute  aftecting  bis  property,  is  a  waiver  of 
his  right  to  question  the  constitutionality  of  the  act.  Such  assent 
need  not  be  in  writing,  but  may  be  evinced  by  acting  under  it,  and 
seeking  and  accepting  benefits  thereby  conferred  upon  him.  Ct,  of 
App.;\mZ^  Houston  V,  Wheeler,  52  N.  F.,  641. 

WASTE 

1.  Although  the  action  of  waste,  eo  nomine^  is  abolished  by  the  Code 
[Code,  §  450],  an  action  in  the  nature  of  waste  may  be  maintained 
[Code,  §  451]  to  which  the  provisions  of  the  statute  [2  R.  S.,  888], 
allowing  treble  damages,  will  apply.  1878,  Robinson  v,  Kinne,  1 
Svpreme  Ct,  (T.  &  C),  60. 

2.  The  damages  are  limited  to  those  done  to  the  freehold  or  inherit- 
ance.   [61  Barb.,  225;  26  Id.,  409;  29  N.  Y.,  9.]     Ih, 

8.  That  defendant  had  good  reason  to  believe  the  lands  wasted  by  him 
were  his  own,  is  not  a  defense  to  an  action  for  treble  damages.   Ih, 
Complaint,  19;  Costs,  4;  Former  Adjudication,  5. 

WILLS. 

1.  If  the  attestation  clause  is  full  and  the  signature  is  genuine,  and 
the  circumstances  corroborative  of  due  execution,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  disproving  a  compliance  in  any  particular,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  statute  was  fully  complied  with,  although  the  wit- 
nesses are  unable  to  recollect  what  took  place.  A  mere  failure  of 
memory  on  the  part  of  the  witnesses  after  the  lapse  of  a  number  of 
years  does  not  preclude  probate.  Ct.  of  App.^  1873,  Matter  of  Kel- 
lum,  52  N,  F.,  517. 

2.  The  rule  that  the  capacity  of  the  testator  is  a  question  of  fact  to 
be  determined  by  evidence,  and  may  be  reviewed  by  the  supreme 
court  [34  N.  N.,  155], — reiterated.  1873,  Harpqr  u.  Harper,  1  Su- 
preme Ct,  (T,   db  C),  351. 

8.  Of  the  testimony  of  experts  on  mental  soundness;  and  that  more 
weight  may  be  given  to  circumstances  indicating  business  capacity, 
if  the  will  itself  is  reasonable.     lb, 

4.  A  legatee  may  testify  as  ti  subscribing  witness  to  a  will.  The  ob- 
jection to  his  being  such  is  covered  by  the  statute.    [2  R.  S.,  65.]  lb, 

5.  And  so  of  an  executor,  especially  if  he  have  disclaimed  any  in- 
terest [13  N.  Y.,  93].     lb, 

6.  When  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  swears  that  all 

the  statutory  requirements  have  been  complied  with,  the  will  may 

be  admitted  to  probate,  even  if  the  other  subscribing  witness  de- 
N.  c.  —XV.-  38 
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niea  that  such  was  the  case.   [25  N.  Y.,  423;  Id.,  425.]     1878,  Kinne 
«.  Kinne  (No.  1),  2  Supreme  Ot,   (T.   &  C),  891. 

7.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  T\ill  should  be  signed  by  the  testator  in 
the  presence  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  provided  the  testator  ac- 
knowledged his  subscription  before  them.     [22  N.  Y.,  372.]     Ih, 

8.  The  acknowledgment  of  the  signature,  and  the  publication  by 
acknowledgment  of  the  will  may  constitute  one  and  the  same  act. 
[86  N.  Y.,  416;  Id.,  486.]     Ih, 

9.  The  surrogate,  who  has  before  him  the  witnesses  to  the  execution 
of  a  will,  is  best  qualified  to  determine  where  the  truth  lies,  and 
bis  decision  will  be  disturbed  with  great  reluctance.     Ih, 

10.  Proof  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  will,  it  was  read 
over  to  the  testator,  in  the  presence  of  the  subscribing  witnesses ; 
that  the  testator  then  signed,  and,  through  a  third  person,  requested 
the  witnesses  to  sign  their  names  as  witnesses  of  his  will,  is  sufiB- 
dent  to  entitle  the  same  to  probate.  1878,  Belding  «.  Lcichardt,  8 
Bupreme  Ct.  (T,  Jb  C.),52.  ^ 

11.  Any  form  of  communication  by  which  the  testator  makes  known 
that  the  instrument  is  his  will,  is  a  sufficient  publication.  [28  N.  Y., 
15;  11  Id.,  226.]     7ft. 

12.  Where  neithe^of  the  subscrit)ing  witnesses  to  a  will  and  codicil 
testified  to  the  testator^s  mental  capacity,  and  one  of  them  thought 
him  not  of  sound  mind  at  the  execution  of  either,  and  it  also  ap- 
peared that  in  the  succeeding  autumn  testator  failed  to  know  bis 
children,  inquired  how  many  he  had,  and  could  only  name  some  of 
them, — Held,  that  the  surrogate's  decision,  refusing  probate  of  the 
instrument  should  be  affirmed.  Supreme  Ct.,,  1872,  Dumond  v. 
Kiff,  7  Lans.  465. 

18.  Under  2  B,  S.,  68,  |  40,  the  subscribing  witnesses  of  a  will, 
as  well  as  the  testator,  must  put  their  signatures  at  the  end  of  the 
will.  Where  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses,  apparently  by  mistake 
in  turning  over  the  paper,  were  put  on  a  blank  page  in  the  middle 
of  the  will, — Held,  that  the  will  was  not  duly  executed.  Hcady's 
Will,  Ante,  211. 

14.  Jt  seems,  that  a  will  in  which  a  wbole  page  is  left  blank  inter- 
vening in  the  midst  of  its  disposing  parts  is  not  duly  executed,  at 
least,  unless  a  line  is  drawn  across  the  page  so  as  to  preclude  fraudu- 
lent additions.     Ih, 

15.  It  seems,  that  any  interest,  however  slight,  or  the  bare  possibility 
of  an  interest,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  one  to  oppose  probate;  and 
that  the  executors  under  a  will  may  oppose  the  probate  of  a  later 
will,  although  the  parties  beneficially  interested  under  the  earlier, 
have  released  their  interest.  Matter  of  Greeley's  Will,  Ante^  898; 
compare  Conboy  o.  Jenkins,  8  Supreme  Ct,  (71  ofe  C),  623. 
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16.  Formalities  of  publication.    Gilbert  v.  Knox,  53  X  T.,  125. 

17.  By  XatM  0/*  1864,  ch.  811,  as  amended,  Xaii?«  ^  1873,  ch.  680,  an 
exemplified  copy  of  a  will  made  in  another  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,. and  the  proofs  thereof  when  recorded,  equivalent  to 
proof  of  the  will  in  this  State.  1874,  Bromley  v.  Miller,  3  Supreme 
Ct.  (T.  d  C.)y  575. 

18.  A  resident  of  New  Jersey  made  her  will,  giving  her  executors 
power  to  convey  her  real  estate.  The  will  was  proved  in  New 
Jersey,  and  an  exemplified  copy  with  the  proofs,  was  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  surrogate  of  Kings  county.  Eeldy  a  conveyance  by 
executors  conveyed  a  good  title.     1 1, 

19.  The  validity  of  a  bequest  by  testator  of  one  State,  to  a  town  in 
another  State,  so  far  as  dependent  on  the  capacity  of  the  town  to 
take,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  latter  State.  [43  N.  T., 
424.]  1873,  Kennedy  t>.  Town  of  Pahner,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  iA  C7.), 
581. 

20.  The  rule  in  Moultrie  t.  Hunt,  23  N.  F.,  894,  that  as  to  personalty 
the  execution  of  a  will  must  conform  to  the  law  of  the  place  of 
domicile  at  the  time  of  death,  whatever  may  have  been  the  domi- 
cile at  the  time  of  making  the  will, — reiterated.  Dupuy  v,  Wortz, 
53  N.  r.,  556;  affirming  64  Barh.^  156. 

Affbal,  51;  Costs,  20,  88;  Evidence,  56;  Pabtibs,  24,  35; 

WiTinass,  17. 

WITNESS. 

1.  Plaintiff,  the  vendor  of  a  medicine  which  he  advertised  as  com- 
pounded of  powerful  ingredients  and  having  great  virtues,  brought 
an  action  for  libel  against  defendants,  who  bad  denounced  him  as 
a  quack  and  his  medicine  as  a  humbug;  and  defendants,  in  their 
answer,  justified  by  alleging  the  worthless  and  deceptive  character 
of  his  medicines.  Held^  that  plaintiff",  on  examination  at  the  in- 
stance of  defendants  before  the  trial,  under  sections  391>394  of  the 
Code,  was  bound  to  answer  specifically  a  question  as  to  what  in- 
gredients his  medicine  was  composed  of.  Richards  «.  Judd,  ArUe^ 
184. 

2.  The  decision  in  Central  National  Bank  tJ.  Arthur  (2  Sweeny,  194), 
that  the  court  (and  therefore  a  referee)  has  power  to  compel,  by  a 
subpoena  duces  tecum,  the  production,  by  a  party,  of  his  books  or 
papers, — reiterated.  And  they  should  be  produced,  notwithstand- 
ing an  objection  to  their  competency,  for  they  may  contain  admis- 
sions, and  the  objection  to  competency  should  be  reserved  until 
they  are  produced.  1871  Holtz  v.  Schmidt,  84  N.  T.  Superwr  Ct. 
(2  Jonee  d  S,),  28. 


696  ABBOTT'S  PRACTICE  DIGEST. 


W1THE8I. 


8.  When  part  of  the  case  or  defense  consists  of  the  state  of  mind  of 
the  party,  it  is  proper  to  ask  him  on  the  T?itness  stand  his  declara- 
tion of  his  state  of  mind  at  a  subsequent  time,  in  reference  to  sub- 
jects alleged  by  him  to  induce  that  state  of  mind  which  is  essential 
to  his  cause  of  action  or  defense.  1872,  Livingston  v.  Keecb,  84 
If.  T.  Superior  Ct.  (2  JanM  &  8.),  547. 

4.  Where  the  act  is  in  itself .  illegal,  the  intent  of  the  offender  is  im- 
material, but  where  the  character  of  the  act  depends  on  intent, 
proof  of  intent  by  the  testimony  of  the  person  is  admissible.  [50  N. 
Y.,  487.]  1878,  Rutherford  v.  Aildn,  3  Supreme  Ct.  {T,  d  C),  281; 
1878,  Cook  «.  People,  2  Id.,  404. 

6.  A  question  addressed  to  a  party,  whether  certain  supplies  were 
furnished  on  the  credit  of  a  certain  security, — Held,  to  call  for  a 
fact,  although  inyolyiug  the  operation  of  the  mind,  and  therefore 
to  be  admissible  within  the  rule  in  14  N.  F.,  567.  1871,  Lewis  v. 
Rogers,  84  JV.  F.  Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  &  S.\  64. 

6.  The  rule  that  where  a  witness  does  not  recollect  all  the  items  of  an 
account,  he  may  read  from  a  memorandum,  and  then  testify  from 
memory  thus  refreshed, — reiterated.  1878,  Boyne  t.  Newcomb,  1 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  A  C),  251. 

7.  R  9eems^i\\2X  since  Zat0«  0^1867,  ch.  887,  husband  and  wife  are  (in  a 
suit  for  limited  divorce)  as  competent  to  give  evidence  in  their  own 
behalf  as  any  other  witnesses.  Per  Robej^son,  J.,  Carey  v.  Carey,  4 
Daly,  270. 

8.  The  wife  of  the  prisoner  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  a  criminal 
action  or  proceeding  against  him.     Wilke  «.  People,  53  N.  T.,  625. 

9.  Rules  as  to  what  voluntsfry  confessions  are  admissible.  5  Engl.  B. 
(Moak'9  ed,),  167,  n.* 

10.  The  rule  that  confidential  communications  between  attorney  and 
"  client  are  privileged,  applies,  although  the  communications  do  not 

relate  to  litigation ;  and  it  extends  equally  to  both  parties.     Cames 
f?.  Piatt,  Ante,  337. 

11.  Instructions  given  an  attorney  by  his  client,  concerning  the  set- 
tlement of  a  dispute,  not  in  the  presence  or  hearing  of  the  opposite 
party,  are  not  admissible  in  behalf  of  the  party  giving  such  instruc- 
tions.    1873,  Cliilds  V.  Delaney,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  d;  C),  506. 

12.  Any  person  of  ordinary  understanding,  competent  to  testify 
whether  one  was  sick  or  well.  Higbie  v.  Guardian  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  53  N.  r.,  603. 

13.  Hypothetical  questions  upon  facts  assumed  to  have  been  estab- 

*  The  statement  in  13  Abb.  Fr.,  209,  here  questioned,  viz.,  that 
People  V.  MacMahon  was  overruled,  is  in  fact  the  statement  of  the 
court,  p.  251. 


NEW   YORK:    1874.  697 

*  WITKBfS. 

lished,  are  admissible  in  the  examination  of  experts,  as  matters  of 
opinion.  [49  N.  Y.,  42;  15  Barb.,  550;  9  Alb.  L.  J.,  125.]  1874, 
Jackson  v,  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T,  A  (7.),  658. 

14.  Testimony  of  an  expert  as  to  the  considerations  that  give  value 
to  services  are  proper.     [9  Alb.  L.  J.,  126.]    lb, 

15.  Upon  a  question  of  value  the  opinion  of  a  witness  who  has  seen 
the  mestttliaiidise  in  question,  and  is  acquainted  with  the  value  of 
nmitar  things,  is  not  incompetent  [9N.  Y.,  188],— reiterated.   1874, 

'  Bush  «.  Westchester  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  2  Supreme  Ct  (T.  &  C),  629. 

16.  A  witness  testifying  as  an  expert  in  regard  to  the  rental  of 
houses,  swore  that  he  had  had  charge  of  the  letting  of  sixty  or 
seventy  houses.  EM^enoT  to  refuse  to  allow  him  to  be  asked  on 
cross-examination  how  many  houses  he  had  let  during  the  time  he 
had  been  in  that  business.  iV.  F.  Com,  Pl,^  "1871,  Drucker  v,  Simon, 
4  Daly,  58. 

17.  In  an  action  to  establish  a  will,  the  opinions  of  non-professional 
witnesses  as  to  the  mental  condition  of  the  testator  are  incom- 
petent. [42  N.  Y.,  270.]  1873,  Sisson  «.  Conger,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T. 
<fc  C.\  564. 

18.  So  are  the  declarations  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  nor 
connected  with  the  parties.    lb, 

19.  A  witness  who  had  testified  that  he  had  been  about  livery  stables 
a  good  deal,  and  doctored  horses  to  a  considerable  extent,  and  that 
he  knew  the  horse  in  question.  Eeld^  qualified  to  testify  as  an  ex- 
pert as  to  the  disease  under  which  the  horse  was  suffering.  18^3, 
Burden  v,  Pratt,  1  Supreme  Ct,  {T.  d:  C),  554. 

20.  Admissibility  of  testimony  of  experts  as  to  capacity  of  engines. 
1873,  Water  Commissioners  f>.  Burr,  35  N,  T,  Superior  Ct,  (3  Jone9 
&  S.),  523. 

21.  To  a  question  as  to  what  was  the  value  of,  or  amount  witness  paid 
for,  certain  articles,  he  answered,  stating  the  value.  Held,  that  a«  he 
was  not  shown  to  be  qualified  to  express  an  opinion  to  the  value,  it 
was  error  to  receive  the  evidence.  1873,  Chambovet  v,  Cagney,  85 
JV.  T.  Superior  Ct,  (3  Jones  d:  S,),  474. 

22.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  to  recover  the  value  of  goods 
taken  by  him  from  plaintiff,  under  process  against  a  third  person, 
where  plaintiff  claims  under  an  assignment  made  by  the  transferee 
of  the  debtors  in  the  process,  the  question  whether  such  transferee 
was  the  owner  of  the  goods  at  the  timje  of  the  alleged  assignment 
to  plaintiff,  calls  for  a  fact,  and  not  a  conclusion  of  law;  or  if  it  be 
a  conclusion  of  a  law,  this  objection  should  be  brought  out  on  cross- 
examination.    Caspar  v.  O'Brien,  Ante,  402. 

23.  Such  a  question  is  not  objectionable  as  embracing  the  whole 
merits  of  the  case,     lb. 
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24.  The  settled  rule  that  where  a  witness  is  examined  even  as  to  for- 
mal matters,  he  is  thereby  made  the  witness  of  the  party  calling  him, 
for  all  purposes,  and  may  be  cross-examined  by  the  adverse  party  on 
the  whole  case,  applies  to  a  case  where  a  party  offers  himself  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behal£  1872,  Livingston  v.  Keech,  34  N.  T, 
Superior  Ot,  (2  Janes  <jk  &),  547. 

25.  Where  a  party  has  testified  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  he 
may  be  asked,  on  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  not  said  before 
the  trial,  that  he  could  not  and  would  not  swear  to  facts  to  which 
he  had  just  testified.  This  is  a  proper  mode  of  approaching  to  his 
knowledge  of  material  facts  which  may  be  the  foundation  of  his 
belief,    [83  N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.,  293.]     Ih, 

26.  Rules  applicable  to  leading  questions,  when  addressed  on  cross- 
examination  to  a  party  who  had  testified  in  his  own  behalf.    I  b. 

27.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  if  defendant,  testifying  as  a  witness, 
simply  denies  that  he  promised  to  pay,  as  alleged  by  plaintiff,  he 
can  not  be  asked  on  cross-examination  as  to  what  goods  he  received. 
Otherwise,  if  on  his  direct  examination,  he  testified  to  the  amount 
received.      1871,  Rocke  «.  Meiner,  84  N.  T.  Superior  Ct,  (2  Jones  db 

S.)y   158. 

28.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  a  question  addressed  to  defendant 
whether  he  received  any  other  goods  belonging  to  a  specified  person 
is  not  objectionable,  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  qualification  as 
to  ownership  calls  for  a  conclusion  of  law.    lb, 

29.  Not  error  to  refuse  to  allow  counsel  to  read  over  to  witness  his 
testimony  before  answering  a  further  question.  1873,  Patton  v. 
Dodge,  2  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  tfe  C),  229. 

30.  When  a  prisoner  under  indictment  testifies  in  his  own  behalf,  he 
is  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination,  and  to  be  contradicted, 
as  another  witness.  Supreme  Ct.,  1873,  Fralich  v.  People,  65  Barb,,  48. 

81.  Evidence  to  show  hostile  feeling  on  part  of  witness,  not  admissible 
on  that  ground  merely,  unless  object  of  evidence  is  clearly  dis- 
closed.    Cook  V.  Spaulding,  52  N.   F.,  661. 

82.  Evidence  of  interference  of  witness  to  prevent  settlement  not  ad- 
missible, except  through  cross-examination.  Leach  v.  Leach,  2 
Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  657. 

83.  Permission  given  to  a  party  to  cross-examine  an  unwilling  witness, 
merely  permits  leading  questions  to  be  asked.  It  confers  no  right 
to  impeach.     1873,  Sisson  t>.  Conger,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C),  564. 

84.  When  a  party  on  cross-examination  brings  out  evidence  material 
to  the  issue,  he  is  not  bound  thereby,  but  may  contradict  it  by  other 
witnesses.  Supnme  Ct.,  1873,  Newberry  v.  Fumival,  46  How.  Pr., 
139. 

85.  To  impeach  a  witness  it  is  competent  to  show  an  extra  judicial 
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statement  of  opinion,  made  by  him,  as  well  as  to  sbow  one  of  fact, 
adverse  to  bis  testimony.  Supreme  Ct.^  1873,  Scbell  o.  Plumb,  16 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 

86.  Showing  that  a  witness  was  mistaken,  not  deemed  an  impeach- 
ment of  the  witness,  within  the  rule  that  a  party  can  not  impeach 
his  own  witness.     Hildreth  v,  Shepard,  65  Barb,,  265. 

87.  A  party,  upon  being  taken  by  surprise  by  unexpected  testimony 
given  by  his  own  witness,  may  be  permitted  to  interrogate  him  in 
respect  to  his  previous  declarations  inconsistent  with  his  testimony, 
for  the  purpose  of  probing  his  recollection,  recalling  to  his  mind 
the  statements  he  has  previously  made,  and  drawing  out  explanation 
of  apparent  inconsistency.  And  the  fact  that  this  may  involve 
the  witness  in  contradictions  calculated  to  impair  his  credibility  ia 
not  a  sufficient  reason  for  excluding  the  inquiry.  Inquiries  calcu- 
lated to  elicit  the  facts,  or  to  show  to  the  witness  that  he  is  mis- 
taken, and  to  induce  him  to  correct  his  evidence,  should  not  be  ex- 
cluded simply  because  they  may  impair  his  credibility ;  but  ques- 
tions as  to  such  statements  must,  it  seems,  be  confined  to  the  witness 
himself.  But  where  the  only  effect  which  could  be  claimed  from  a 
favorable  answer  would  be  to  discredit  the  witness  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  testifying  to  matters  of  which  he  had  previously  dis- 
claimed any  knowledge,  and  that  his  latter  evidence  was  fabricated, 
the  question  is  incompetent.  The  party  should  not  go  further  than 
ask  whether  at  the  time  inquired  of  he  recollected  the  matters  to 
which  he  testified  on  his  last  examination.  Ct,  qf  App,^  1878, 
Bullard  tj.  Pearsall,  53  N.  T,,  230. 

38.  A  witness  liaving  been  asked,  on  cross-examination,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  impairing  the  credibility  of  her  testimony,  whether  she  had 
stolen  from  an  employer, — Held,  that  it  was  error  to  allow  the  im- 
peaching party  to  prove  by  the  testimony  of  the  employer  that  the 
witness's  answers  to  these  questions  were  untrue.  [5  Wend.,  301 ;  4 
Den.,  502.]     Ct,  of  Ajjp.,  1873,  Stokes  v.  People,  58  K  T.,  164. 

39.  Fraud  and  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  witness  do  not  make  an 
exception  to  the  rule  that  a  party  can  not  impeach  his  own  witness. 
The  utmost  he  can  do  is  to  show  him  to  be  mistaken,  or  that  the 
facts  arc  not  as  he  states  them.  1873,  Sisson  o.  Conger,  1  Supreme 
Ct.  {T,  cfe  C),  564. 

40.  A  witness  may  be  impeached  by  showing  that  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction  he  was  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be  incapable  of  ex- 
ercising a  correct  discrimioation,  or  that  he  was  intoxicated.  [1 
Cowen  &  Hiirs  Notes,  763,  767.]     lb. 

41.  To  entitle  a  party  to  have  eridencc  on  direct  examination,  stricken 
out  because  the  witness  does  not  appear,  to  be  cross-examined,  the 
loss  of  cross-examination  must  be  chargeable  to  the  misconduct  or 
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neglect  of  the  party  calling  him,  otherwise  the  opposite  party  is 
not  entitled  to  relief.  1878,  Burden  «.  Pratt,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T,& 
a),  554. 

42.  Accordingly  when  plaintifiPs  witness  was  examined  and  cross-ex- 
amined, and  plain  tiff  ^8  counsel  was  notified  to  produce  him  next  day 
for  further  examination,  and  the  trial  went  on,  and  the  witness  failed 
to  appear  at  the  time  appointed, — Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  at 
fault  in  not  producing  him.    lb, 

48.  On  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  called  as  an  expert  to  prove 
the  value  of  professional  services,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  right  to  in 
quire  what  is  his  professional  income.    (X  of  App,,  1873,  Harland  «. 
liUenthal,  53  JV.  J.,  438. 

44.  The  rule  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  and  jury  to  give  credit  to 
tmimpeached  and  uncontradicted  testimony,  does  not  impair  the 
power  of  determining  if  a  witness  is  credible,  but  implies  the  pre- 
sumption that  witness  testified  correctly.  If  there  is,  in  the  testimony 

*  itself,  anything  which  tends  to  impeach  the  credibility  of  the  wit- 

^  ness  giving  it,  it  is  not  error  to  disregard  the  testimony.   [25  N.  Y., 

888;  49  Barb.,  587;  6  Hill,  447.]  1878,  Stafford  tJ.  Leamy,  34  N.  T. 
Superior  Ct.  (2  Jones  Jb  S.),  269. 

45.  The  question  "  Have  witnesses  been  called  to  swear  they  would 
not  belit  d  your  oath,"  put  to  a  witness  on  cross-examination,  is 
improper,  and  the  evidence  inadmissible.  [49  Barb.,  342 ;  2- Sweeney, 
582.]     1873,  Burvee  v.  People,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.  &  C.%  289. 

46.  Evidence  to  explain  collateral  matters  testified  to  by  impeaching 
witnesses  on  cross-examination  is  inadmissible.     1873,   Chace   v. 

^.  Higgins,  1  Supreme  Ct.  {T.  &  C),  229. 

47.  Various  rules  as  to  cross-examination, — applied.  Railway  Passen- 
gers' Assurance  Co.  v.  "Warner,  1  Supreme  Ct.  (T.d:  (7.;,  addcn.,  21. 
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